
NOTICE:  People with disabilities needing accommodations for effective participation in this meeting should contact 
the City Clerk at (248) 524-3316 or via e-mail at clerk@ci.troy.mi.us at least two working days in advance of the 
meeting. An attempt will be made to make reasonable accommodations. 
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CALL TO ORDER 

Invocation & Pledge Of Allegiance –  Pastor Rob Ellis – Zion Christian Church 

ROLL CALL 

Mayor Matt Pryor 
Robin Beltramini 
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher 
Martin F. Howrylak 
David A. Lambert 
Anthony N. Pallotta 
 

A-1 Presentation: (a) Introduction of Connie Chang – Student Representative 
Candidate for the Historical Commission 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

C-1 Brownfield Redevelopment Authority – Stanley Door 
 
City Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by  
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council of the City of Troy hereby approves the Brownfield Plan for 
1225 E. Maple submitted by REDICO for the cleanup and redevelopment of the site. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

C-2 Request for Commercial Vehicle Appeal – 2887 E. Wattles Road 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
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(a) Resolution A for Approval 
 
WHEREAS, Section 44.02.02 of Chapter 39, Zoning, of the Code of the City of Troy provides 
that actions to grant appeals to the restrictions on outdoor parking of commercial vehicles in 
residential districts pursuant to Section 40.66.00 of Chapter 39 of the Code of the City of Troy 
"shall be based upon at least one of the following findings by the City Council: 
 

A. The occurrence of the subject commercial vehicle on the residential site involved is 
compelled by parties other than the owner or occupant of the subject residential site 
(e.g. employer). 

B. Efforts by the applicant have determined that there are no reasonable or feasible 
alternative locations for the parking of the subject commercial vehicle. 

C. A garage or accessory building on the subject residential site cannot accommodate, or 
cannot reasonably be constructed or modified to accommodate, the subject commercial 
vehicle. 

D. The location available on the residential site for the outdoor parking of the subject 
commercial vehicle is adequate to provide for such parking in a manner which will not 
negatively impact adjacent residential properties, and will not negatively impact 
pedestrian and vehicular movement along the frontage street(s)."; and 

 
WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Troy has found that the petitioner has 
demonstrated the presence of the following condition(s), justifying the granting of a variance: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the request from Mr. Costel Luca, 2887 E. 
Wattles, for waiver of Chapter 39, Section 40.66.00, of the Code of the City of Troy, to permit 
outdoor parking of a Ford cube van in a residential district is hereby APPROVED for (not to 
exceed two years). 
 
OR 
 
(b) Resolution B for Denial 
 
WHEREAS, Section 44.02.02 of Chapter 39, Zoning, of the Code of the City of Troy provides 
that actions to grant appeals to the restrictions on outdoor parking of commercial vehicles in 
residential districts pursuant to Section 40.66.00 of Chapter 39 of the Code of the City of Troy 
"shall be based upon at least one of the following findings by the City Council: 
 

A. The occurrence of the subject commercial vehicle on the residential site involved is 
compelled by parties other than the owner or occupant of the subject residential site 
(e.g. employer). 

B. Efforts by the applicant have determined that there are no reasonable or feasible 
alternative locations for the parking of the subject commercial vehicle. 

C. A garage or accessory building on the subject residential site cannot accommodate, or 
cannot reasonably be constructed or modified to accommodate, the subject commercial 
vehicle. 

D. The location available on the residential site for the outdoor parking of the subject 
commercial vehicle is adequate to provide for such parking in a manner which will not 
negatively impact adjacent residential properties, and will not negatively impact 
pedestrian and vehicular movement along the frontage street(s)."; and 
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WHEREAS, The City Council of the City of Troy has not found that the petitioner has 
demonstrated the presence of condition(s), justifying the granting of a variance: 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the request from Mr. Costel Luca, 2887 E. 
Wattles, for waiver of Chapter 39, Section 40.66.00, of the Code of the City of Troy, to permit 
outdoor parking of a Ford cube van in a residential district is hereby DENIED. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

C-3 Preliminary Site Plan Approval (SP-#883) – Medical Office Building, Southeast 
Corner of Livernois and South Boulevard – Section 3 – O-1 & R-1B 

 
City Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That Preliminary Site Plan Approval, pursuant to a consent judgment, for a 
proposed Medical Office Building, located on the southeast corner of South Boulevard and 
Livernois within Section 3, in the O-1 and R-1B Zoning Districts, is hereby APPROVED as 
recommended by City Management. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

C-4 Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment (ZOTA #194) – Articles 10.20.08 & 
34.60.00 R-1A & R-1B Open Space Preservation 

 
City Management requests a 5-minute presentation regarding this item. 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That Articles 10.20.08 & 34.60.00 R-1A & R-1B Open Space Preservation, of the 
Zoning Ordinance be ADOPTED as recommended by the Planning Commission and City 
Management, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
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PUBLIC COMMENT:  
 
A. Items on the Current Agenda 
 
Any person not a member of the Council may address the Council with recognition of 
the Chair, after clearly stating the nature of his/her inquiry.  No person not a member of 
the Council shall be allowed to speak more than twice or longer than five (5) minutes on 
any question, unless so permitted by the Chair. The Council may waive the requirements 
of this section by a majority of the Council Members. Consistent with Order of Business 
#11, the City Council will move forward the specific Business Items which audience 
members would like to address. The Mayor shall announce the items which are to be 
moved forward and will ask the audience if there are any additional items which they 
would like to address.  All Business Items that members of the audience would like to 
address will be brought forth and acted upon at this time. Items will be taken individually 
and members of the audience will address council prior to council discussion of the 
individual item. 

B.  Items Not on the Current Agenda 
 
After Council is finished acting on all Business Items that have been brought forward, 
the public is welcome to address the Mayor and Council on items that are specifically 
not on the agenda. (Article 15) 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 

The Consent Agenda includes items of a routine nature and will be approved with one 
motion.  That motion will approve the recommended action for each item on the Consent 
Agenda.  Any Council Member may remove an item from the Consent Agenda and have 
it considered as a separate item.  Any item so removed from the Consent Agenda shall 
be considered after other items on the consent business portion of the agenda have 
been heard. (Rules of Procedure for the City Council, Article 13, as amended May 6, 
2002.) 

E-1 Approval of Consent Agenda 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That all items as presented on the Consent Agenda are hereby APPROVED as 
presented with the exception of Item(s) _____________, which shall be considered after 
Consent Agenda (E) items, as printed. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
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E-2  Minutes: Regular Meeting of September 23, 2002 and Special Meeting of 
September 23, 2002 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That the Minutes of the 7:30 PM Regular Meeting of September 23, 2002 and the 
Minutes of the 6:45 PM Special Meeting of September 23, 2002, be APPROVED as submitted. 

E-3 Proposed City of Troy Proclamation 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That the following City of Troy Proclamation be APPROVED: 
 
(a) National Breast Cancer Awareness Month 

E-4 Budget Amendment – Request to Disburse Byrne Memorial Grant Funds 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
WHEREAS, The City of Troy was designated to receive funds from the Byrne Memorial Grant 
that provided funding to offset the cost of personnel assigned to the Metro Detroit Identity Theft 
Task Force and disburse the funds to participating agencies; and 
 
WHEREAS, The City of Troy received $98,122.89 in Grant funds and will be disbursing 
$63,773.84 to the Auburn Hills Police Department and the Michigan State Police as the City’s 
subcontractors. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Troy City Council AUTHORIZES a budget 
amendment in the amount of $63,774.00 to facilitate the disbursement of funds received from 
the Byrne Memorial Grant to the Auburn Hills Police Department and the Michigan State Police. 

E-5 Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Award to Lowest Acceptable Bidder Meeting 
Specifications – Asphalt Paver with Trade-in 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to provide one (1) Leeboy Asphalt Paver Model 7000, with trade-
in is hereby AWARDED to the lowest acceptable bidder meeting specifications, Colwell 
Equipment Company, at a total net cost of $51,760.00. 
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E-6 Reconsideration of Section One Golf Course Site Plan Approval Conditions 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That the required parking lot screening at the Section 1 Golf Course site shall be 
a 4’ 6” – high decorative masonry wall. 

E-7 Standard Purchasing Resolution 3: Exercise Renewal Option for National 
Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo) with Graybar & Grainger – 
Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, Supplies and Related Services 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
WHEREAS, On April 9, 2001, contracts to provide industrial/commercial products, equipment, 
supplies and related services to the City of Troy and participating Tri-County Purchasing 
Cooperative Members from the best value bidders, Graybar Electric Co. and Grainger Industrial 
Supply were approved through a “piggyback” addendum with Los Angeles County and the 
National Cooperative Purchasing Program Contract #57128/57141 (Resolution #2001-04-188-
E-7); and 
 
WHEREAS, The first of two one-year options to renew the contracts was exercised by Graybar 
Electric Co. and Grainger Industrial Supply under the same prices, terms, and conditions and 
have been extended to local government through the National Cooperative Purchasing 
Program (NACo) with the Troy City Council approving the contracts (Resolution #2001-10-499-
E-9); and 
 
WHEREAS, Both awarded bidders have agreed to exercise the second one-year option to 
renew the contracts on a month-to-month basis or until September 30, 2003, and extended 
through the National Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo) under the same prices, terms, 
and conditions; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the option to renew the contracts are HEREBY 
EXERCISED with Graybar and Grainger through the National Cooperative Purchasing Program 
(NACo) to provide industrial/commercial products, equipment, supplies and related services 
under the same contract prices, terms, and conditions on a month-to-month basis or until 
September 30, 2003. 

E-8 Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Bid Award – Lowest Acceptable Bidder – 
Motorola Alert Monitor Receivers for Firefighters 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to purchase (180) Motorola Minitor IV Selective Call Alert Monitor 
Receivers with programming, case engraving, and an extended five-year warranty is hereby 
AWARDED to the lowest total acceptable bidder, Adams Electronics Company, at unit prices 
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contained in the bid tabulation opened September 18, 2002 at an estimated total cost of 
$74,313.00, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-9 Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Bid Award – Lowest Acceptable Bidder – 
Wood Grinding Services 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to provide three (3) year requirements of Wood Grinding Services 
with an option to renew for one additional year is hereby AWARDED to the low total bidder 
meeting specifications. Granger Compost Supply, at unit prices contained in the bid tabulation 
opened September 17, 2002 at an estimated cost of $17,280.00 annually, a copy of which shall 
be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-10 Standard Purchasing Resolution 4: Bid Award – National Cooperative Purchasing 
Program (NACo) – CompUSA and Dell Computers 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That participation in a cooperative purchasing program to provide computer 
equipment and supplies to the City of Troy utilizing CompUSA and Dell Computers, is hereby 
APPROVED through a “piggyback” addendum with Fairfax County, Virginia and US 
Communities (aka NACo) Contract #RQ00-341360-16A-G under the following pricing structure 
to commence on the date of award and expire April 30, 2003, with an option to renew for three 
additional one-year periods. 
 

CompUSA  
Name Brand/Equipment % 
GSA Schedule Items Cost plus3%-13% 
Non-GSA Schedule Items Cost plus 6%-10% 

 
CompUSA will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in 
quantities greater than a unit of one. (“spot buy discounts”) 
 

Dell Marketing  
Name Brand/Equipment % Off Index 
Dell Brand $7.59% 
Dellware Products  

 
Dell will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in quantities 
greater than a unit of one. (“spot buy discounts”) 
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E-11 Standard Purchasing Resolution 4: Tri-County Purchasing Cooperative – 
Computer Services - DynTek 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That a three-year contract with an option to renew for two additional years for 
computer services is hereby AWARDED to DynTek, the lowest qualified bidder, at unit prices 
included on the bid tabulation prepared by Farmington Hills Purchasing Department expiring 
March 18, 2005, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-12 Standard Purchasing Resolution 4: REMC Cooperative Purchasing Program 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council of the City of Troy AUTHORIZES participation in the 
Regional Education Media Center Association of Michigan (REMC) Purchasing Program and 
AUTHORIZES the City Manager of the City of Troy to administratively authorize the use of this 
program above the $10,000.00 limit when deemed to be in the City of Troy’s advantage, except 
for those “Capital” (401 Account) purchases which shall be presented for Troy City Council 
review and pending approval. 

E-13 Scheduling of Special Meeting – October 21, 2002 at 6:45 PM 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That a Special Meeting of the City Council is SCHEDULED for October 21, 2002 
at 6:45 PM in the Council Board Room of Troy City Hall – 500 West Big Beaver, Troy, 
Michigan, for the purpose of a technical review of agenda items on the October 21, 2002, City 
Council Regular Meeting Agenda. 

E-14 Traffic Committee Recommendations 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
(a) STOP Sign on Woodslee at Hartshorn 
 
RESOLVED, That a STOP sign be installed on Woodslee at Hartshorn. 
 
(b) No Changes on Rochester at Bishop 
 
RESOLVED, That there be no changes on Rochester at Bishop. 
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E-15 Private Agreement for White Castle System, Inc. – Project No. 01.941.3 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
between the City of Troy and White Castle System, Inc. is hereby APPROVED for the 
installation of sidewalks, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the 
documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-16 Private Agreement for Belle Tire – Barnes Family Group – Project No. 01.927.3 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
between the City of Troy and Barnes Family Group is hereby APPROVED for the installation of 
water main, storm sewer and paving, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute 
the documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-17 Sole Source – GIS Software - ArcSDE 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
WHEREAS, Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) is the sole source provider of 
the proprietary GIS system software; and 
 
WHEREAS, ESRI has provided software and service for the GIS system since 1999. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That ArcSDE software, training, and maintenance be 
PURCHASED as an addition to the City of Troy’s GIS Software System, from (ESRI) 
Environmental Systems Research Institute, the sole source provider at an estimated cost of 
$12,250.00, plus $3,000.00 per year maintenance for the second and subsequent years. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That additional travel and room and board for the training is also 
APPROVED at an estimated cost of $1,200.00. 

E-18 2003 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
 
RESOLVED, That a Public Hearing is hereby established for October 21, 2002 to consider the 
2003 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Application, Sub-Recipient Agreement and 
Project Waiver.  
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REGULAR BUSINESS 

Persons interested in addressing the City Council on items, which appear on the printed 
Agenda, will be allowed to do so at the time the item is discussed upon recognition by 
the Chair (during the public comment portion of the agenda item’s discussion). Other 
than asking questions for the purposes of gaining insight or clarification, Council shall 
not interrupt members of the public during their comments. For those addressing City 
Council, petitioners shall be given a fifteen (15) minute presentation time that may be 
extended with the majority consent of Council and all other interested people, their time 
may be limited to not more than twice nor longer than five (5) minutes on any question, 
unless so permitted by the Chair, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure of the City 
Council, Article 15, as amended May 6, 2002. Once discussion is brought back to the 
Council table, persons from the audience will be permitted to speak only by invitation by 
Council, through the Chair. 

F-1 Appointments to Boards and Committees: (a) Advisory Committee for Persons 
w/Disabilities; (b) Animal Control Appeal Board; (c) CATV Advisory Committee; (d) 
Ethnic Community Issues Advisory Committee; (e) Historical Commission; and (f) 
Planning Commission 

 
The appointment of new members to all of the listed board and committee vacancies will 
require only one motion and vote by City Council.  Council members submit recommendations 
for appointment. When the number of submitted names exceed the number of positions to be 
filled, a separate motion and roll call vote will be required (current process of appointing).  Any 
board or commission with remaining vacancies will automatically be carried over to the next 
Regular City Council Meeting Agenda.  
 
The following boards and committees have expiring terms and/or vacancies. Bold red lines 
indicate the number of appointments required: 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the following persons are hereby APPOINTED by the City Council to serve 
on the Boards and Committees as indicated: 
 

 Advisory Committee for Persons w/Disabilities  
 Approved by Council  (9) - 3 years 
 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Susan Burt (Alternate) Nov. 1, 2003 
Angela Done Nov. 1, 2002 
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Nancy Johnson Nov. 1, 2003 
Leonard Bertin Nov. 1, 2002 
Pauline Manetta (Alternate) Nov. 1, 2003 
Dick Kuschinsky Nov. 1, 2004 
Theodora House Nov. 1, 2003 
Sharon Lu (Student) July 1, 2002 
Dorothy Ann Pietron Nov. 1, 2004 
Nada Raheb (Student) July 1, 2003 
John J. Rodgers Nov. 1, 2003 
Cynthia Buchanan Nov. 1, 2004 
Kul B. Gauri Nov. 1, 2002 
Jayshree Shah (Alternate) Nov. 1, 2003 

 
INTERESTED STUDENT APPLICANTS 

NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
None on file.   
 
 
 Animal Control Appeal Board  
  Appointed by Council  (5)- 3 years 
 
Warren Packard (Resigned) Term expires 9-30-2003 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Harriet Barnard, Ch Sept. 30, 2005 
Leith Gallaher Sept. 30, 2003 
Kathleen Melchert Sept. 30, 2004 
Warren Packard (Resigned) Sept. 30, 2003 
Jayne Saeger Sept. 30, 2005 
 

INTERESTED APPLICANTS 
NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
Larue, Patricia M 8/12/02 - 8/2004 08/19/02 
Zhou, Hannah 8/19/02 09/23/02 
 
 
CATV Advisory Committee  
  Appointed by Council  (7)- 3 years 
 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Alex Bennett  Sept. 30, 2003 
Jerry L. Bixby Feb. 28, 2003 
Michael J Farrug Nov. 30, 2002 
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Richard Hughes Feb. 28, 2003 
Lusi Fang (Student) July 01, 2002 
Penny Marinos Feb. 28, 2004 
W. Kent Voigt Feb. 28, 2004 
Bryan H. Wehrung Feb. 28, 2005 
  

INTERESTED STUDENT APPLICANTS 
NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
None on file.   
  
  
Ethnic Community Issues Advisory Committee  
 Approved by Council  (9)- 3 years 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Anju C. Brodbine Sept. 30, 2005 
Tom Kaszubski Sept. 30, 2005 
Shiva Sastry Sept. 30, 2005 

 
INTERESTED APPLICANTS 

NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
Brodbine, Anju C. 8/13/02 09/09/02 
Griffen, Brian S 9/12/02 09/23/02 
Hashmi, Amin 8/22/02 09/09/02 
Kuppa, Padma 5/21/02 09/09/02 
Shah, Oniell 8/07/02 09/23/02 
Zhou, Hannah 8/19/02 09/09/02 
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Historical Commission  
  Appointed by Council  (7)- 3 years 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Alex Bennett  Sept. 30, 2003 
Jerry L. Bixby Feb. 28, 2003 
Michael J Farrug Nov. 30, 2002 
Richard Hughes Feb. 28, 2003 
Lusi Fang (Student) July 01, 2002 
Penny Marinos Feb. 28, 2004 
W. Kent Voigt Feb. 28, 2004 
Bryan H. Wehrung Feb. 28, 2005 

INTERESTED STUDENT APPLICANTS 
NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
Connie Chang 09/26/02 10/07/02      
  
  
Planning Commission 
 Appointed by Council  (9) – 3 years 
 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Gary G. Chamberlain Dec. 31, 2002 
Jordan C. Keoleian (Student) July 01, 2002 
Dennis A. Kramer Dec. 31, 2003 
Larry Littman Dec. 31, 2004 
Cynthia Pennington BZA Rep Dec. 31, 2002 
James H. Starr Dec. 31, 2002 
Walter A. Storrs, III Dec. 31, 2003 
Mark J Vleck Dec. 31, 2004 
David T. Waller BZA Alt Dec. 31, 2003 
Wayne C. Wright Dec. 31, 2004 

INTERESTED STUDENT APPLICANTS 
NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
None on file   
 
Yes: 
No: 
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F-2 Closed Session – No Closed Session Requested 
  

F-3 Amendment to Chapter 10 Employees Retirement System – Prior Governmental 
Retirement Service 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That an amendment to Chapter 10, Employees Retirement Systems, is hereby 
APPROVED, and a copy shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: 
No: 

F-4 Approval of Contract with MDOT for the Reconstruction and Widening of Long 
Lake Road from Carnaby to Dequindre – Contract 02.7 – Project No. 92.203.5 & 
94.203.5 

 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the contracts between the Michigan Department of Transportation and the 
City of Troy for the reconstruction and widening to a five lane concrete pavement of Long Lake 
Road, Carnaby to John R, Project No. 92.203.5 and Long Lake Road, John R to Dequindre, 
Project No. 94.203.5, are hereby APPROVED, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to 
execute the agreements. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
 
F-5  Final Plan Approval – Pearl Estates Site Condominium – 3 Units – North of Long 

Lake Road – West of Dequindre Road – Section 12 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the Final Plan, as submitted under Section 34.30.00 of the Zoning 
Ordinance (Unplatted One-Family Residential development) for the development of a One-
Family Residential Site Condominium known as Pearl Estates, in the area north of Long Lake 
Road and west of Dequindre Road, be APPROVED as recommended by City Management. 
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Yes: 
No: 
 
F-6  Proposed Amendment to Consent Judgment 
 
Suggested Resolution 
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
RESOLVED, That the Stipulation and Order Amending Consent Judgment between Meritor 
Automotive, Inc./The Nelson Companies, Inc. and the City of Troy is hereby APPROVED. The 
Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the document, and a copy is to be attached to 
the original Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: 
No: 
 
F-7  Proposed Revision to Senate Bill #3 Resolution of August 5, 2002 
 
Suggested Resolution  
Resolution #2002-10- 
Moved by 
Seconded by 
 
WHEREAS, Michigan Public Act 179 of 1947 as amended (Mich. Comp. Laws123.301 et. seq) 
provides for the formulation of municipal authorities for the collection or disposal of garbage or 
rubbish or dog pounds, but fails to provide provisions for members to withdraw or for the 
dissolution of these authorities; and  
 
WHEREAS, Both the Michigan Senate version of Senate Bill 3 (S-7) and the Michigan House 
of Representatives Committee substitute version of Senate Bill 3 (H-2) attempt to address 
these omissions and seek to institute a procedure for a municipality to withdraw from these 
authorities or for the dissolution of these authorities; and  
 
WHEREAS, Both S-7 and H-2 give municipalities the ability to withdraw from these authorities, 
to dissolve the authorities or to re-combine with other municipalities in a new authority; and  
 
WHEREAS, S-7 and H-2 provide additional options for Municipal members and their 
constituents, which could result in increased competition.  Historically, increased competition 
leads to better services and/or contracts that save the taxpayers money; and 
 
WHEREAS, The Troy City Council has previously discussed this matter, and issued a 
resolution on August 5, 2002 (Resolution #2002-080451), but after receiving input from 
interested persons, has found it necessary to revise the earlier resolution.  
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City of Troy strongly supports the passage of 
H-2, the Michigan House of Representatives substitute bill for Senate Bill 3, with the following 
changes:   
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 Section (1)-  The effective date of the amendatory act should necessarily be updated, and 
could allow for an immediate effective date or an effective date 90 days after enactment.   
 
Section (1)-  The requirement for “all members” to approve new or extended contracts or bonds 
should be deleted or   should otherwise be limited to all members bound by the most recent 
authority membership contract.   
 
Alternate B-  Suggested language could read as follows:   
 
After the effective date of the 2002 amendatory act that added this section, a qualified authority 
shall not enter into or extend any contract (excluding a membership contract), obligation, bond, 
or note that has, or as extended would have, a termination date after the termination date of 
the Authority’s most recently approved membership contract under Section (5)(1), unless the 
contract, obligation, bond, or note or extension is approved by all members bound by the 
membership contract. 
  
Section (2)-  The bill should explicitly provide for the a right of first refusal (within 45 or 90 days) 
for a new authority which has a majority of the number of members as a dissolving authority.  
This right of first refusal should be prior to the right of first refusal for the host communities.    
  
Section (2)-  The right of first refusal to purchase assets should require a price that is at the 
highest offer for the property, to insure a true arms length transaction.  
 
Alternate D-  This section of the resolution should be deleted.  
 
Section (3)(A) and (6)(A)-  The bill should be modified to delete the requirement of a resolution 
stating that “the authority is no longer effectively serving the public good for which it was 
created.”  Instead, resolutions from each withdrawing community should state that the authority 
is no longer effectively serving the community’s needs or requirements.  
 
Alternate E-  The bill should also expressly prohibit withdrawals if the authority has outstanding 
revenue bonds.  Only members who are subject to the current membership contract will have 
the right to withdrawal by passing a resolution stating that “the authority is no longer effectively 
serving our community’s needs or requirements.”     
Section (4) and Section (5)-  The bill should explicitly define the term “negative equity” And 
“positive equity.”  
 
Alternate F:  Section (4) -  These sections should be deleted from the resolution, since equity is 
defined in the legislation, and the definition of negative equity and positive equity would 
therefore also be understood.  
 
Section (4)-  Although the bond provision is a favorable addition, , if a bond is not available or 
desired, the withdrawing member  should be required to  pay its negative equity within 90 or 60 
days after the authority has completed a full accounting of the assets and liabilities of the 
authority at the time of the withdrawal.   .  Allowing the payment of negative equity to be paid 
thirty days after the expiration of the contract may jeopardize the remaining consortium. 
 
Alternate G:  Section (4)-  The withdrawing member’s delayed payment option for its negative 
equity, if any, should be paid no later than the expiration of the current member agreement.     
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Section 4 (A) and (9)(B)-  The term “subsequently” should be removed from  these sections to 
insure that each member is responsible for all environmental liabilities incurred as a result of 
the member’s disposal to the authority.  In addition, the definition of environmental liabilities 
should be expanded to include any environmental liabilities as declared by the State of 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality and Department of Natural Resources and/or 
the federal Environmental Protection Agency.     
 
Section 4 (B)-  The bill should require that if the withdraw of any member causes a breach of 
the current contract, then the withdrawing member assumes liability for the extra costs incurred 
by the authority for the breach. 
    
Alternate I-  The bill should prohibit the withdrawal of a member if the withdrawal would impair 
vested rights or the obligation of authority contracts.   
  
Section 4 (B)-  The bill should delete the word “solely” from this section, so that if two members 
withdraw simultaneously and cause a breach of contract, then each member that contributes to 
the breach of contract is liable.  
 
.  (Consolidated with Section F)  
 
Section (5)-  The bill should clarify that if an authority’s assets would need to be liquidated to 
satisfy the payments of positive equity to withdrawing members, then said liquidation would not 
be necessary until the expiration of the last contract of the authority.  
 
  (Consolidated with Section E) 
 
Section (7)-   
 
Alternate M-  Section (7) should be clarified to state that the assignment of authority contracts 
to any new authority (as created under section 10)  is not precluded, provided the new authority 
accepts such assignments and agrees to perform all obligations of the contract(s).  There 
should also be clarification that required environmental activities must necessarily occur after 
the dissolution of the authority.    
Section (8)-  The word “immediately” should be deleted from this section, since dissolution of 
an authority may require the liquidation of assets.  In addition, there may be pending lawsuits or 
arbitration matters, which should not be prematurely settled. 
 
Alternate N-  Section (8) should not preclude former members from establishing a fund from 
their distribution of  “positive equity” to provide for the subsequent defense and management of 
contingent liabilities of the dissolved authority (including future environmental obligations) and 
for the payment of any awards and costs attributable thereto.  Section (8) should also be 
clarified to prevent a former member which has received its fair share of the “positive equity” 
upon withdraw from the authority from receiving any additional equity settlement upon 
dissolution of the authority.  
   
(Consolidated with Section H) 
 
Section (9)-  There should be some provision specifying who is responsible for managing the 
environmental liabilities after the dissolution of an authority.  The provision may also include 
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provisions to insure payment for the management of any environmental liabilities after 
dissolution.  
 
  (Consolidated with Section C)  
 
Section (12)(G)- The term “impairment of contract” should not be limited to only defaults that 
lead to money damages, since all breaches of contract would technically qualify.  The term 
“impairment of contract” should protect those members who are forced to pay monetary 
damages for the breach of a contract that is not due to their own actions. 
 
Section (12)(I)-  A mathematical formula for determining the “member’s fair share” should be 
explicit.  There have already been three formulas set forth to determine a “member’s fair 
share.” 
 
Alternate R-  This section should be deleted, since “member’s fair share, and members 
(includes members not currently bound by membership contract) are understood by all.  
  
Section (12)(K)-  The term “qualified authority” should be re-defined to reduce the membership 
from the required ten or more members and the required population of 250,000 or more.  
 
Alternate S-  This section should be deleted, since this is a provision that if included, would 
probably result in the defeat of the proposed legislation.  There would be a Pandora’s Box 
effect towards other cooperative authorities in the State of Michigan.   
 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City of Troy City Council instructs its representatives to 
the Southeastern Oakland County Resource Recovery Authority (SOCRRA) to introduce and/or 
support a resolution requesting SOCRRA to support H-2 with the changes enumerated above, 
and to direct any authorized lobbying activity to be consistent with this resolution.  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That City of Troy Council Resolution #2000-505 and Troy City 
Council Resolution # 2002-08-451 are repealed in  their entirety.   
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the City Clerk send a copy of this Resolution to State 
Senator Shirley Johnson, Representatives David Woodward, John Pappageorge and Robert 
Gosselin, Governor John Engler, members of the Michigan State Senate, members of the 
Michigan House of Representatives, the Michigan Municipal League, SOCRRA General 
Manager Jeffrey McKeen, the Oakland County Board of Commissioners, the elected officials 
and city managers for each of the SOCRRA communities.  
 
Yes: 
No: 
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COUNCIL COMMENTS/REFERRALS 

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

G-1 Minutes – Boards and Committees: 
(a) Parks and Recreation Advisory Board/Final – June 13, 2002 
(b) Historic District Commission/Draft – July 23, 2002 
(c) Board of Zoning Appeals/Final – August 20, 2002 
(d) Downtown Development Authority/Draft – August 21, 2002 
(e) Historic District Commission/Draft – August 27, 2002 
(f) Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities/Draft – September 4, 2002 
(g) Board of Zoning Appeals/Draft – September 17, 2002 
(h) Animal Control Appeal Board/Draft – September 18, 2002 

G-2 Department Report 
 
G-3 Announcement of Public Hearings: 
(a) Rezoning Application – Biltmore Rezoning – East Side of Rochester Road – North of 

Lamb Road – Section 14 – R-1C to R-1T and E-P – Scheduled for October 21, 2002 
(b) Rezoning Application – East Side of Livernois – South of Maple Road – Section 34 – B-3 

to H-S – Scheduled for October 21, 2002 
(c) Parking Variance Request – 3670 John R – Boys and Girls Club of Troy - Scheduled for 

October 21, 2002 
 
G-4 Proposed Proclamations/Resolutions from Other Organizations: 
(a) City of Oak Park – Resolution in Support of a “Fix-it-First” Infrastructure Policy for the 

State of Michigan 
 
G-5  Letters of Appreciation: 
(a) Letter from Marian M. Randall – Chair, Christ Church of Cranbrook Senior Ladies to 

Chief Craft Thanking Officer Nicolette Kaptur for Her Excellent Presentation on Senior 
Fraud 

(b) E-Mail from Gus Mattia to John Szerlag and Mark Stimac Thanking Building Inspectors 
Mark Riley and Robert Winkelman for Their Concern Regarding Problems he is Having 
With his Builder 

 
G-6  Calendar 
 
G-7  Letter from State of Michigan – Department of Transportation – Re: Notes – 

August 29, Scoping Meeting 
 
G-8  Letter from Mark R. Adams, Raymond & Prokop, PC – Re: SMART Performance 

Audit for the Period July 1, 2000 through December 31, 2002 
 
G-9  Memorandum – Re: Charter Revision Committee 
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G-10  Memorandum – Re: Senior Center Accreditation 
 
G-11  Memorandum – Re: Appointments to Boards and Commissions Agenda Format 
 
G-12  Memorandum – Re: Skirak v. City of Troy 
 
G-13  Memorandum – Re: Request for Direction on How to Proceed with Economic 

Modeling for the Civic Center Site 
 
G-14  Memorandum – Re: Meeting with Planning Commission Chair Gary Chamberlain 
 
G-15  Memorandum – Re: 2002 Third Quarter Litigation Report 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

Public Comment is limited to people who have not addressed Council during the 1st 
Public Comment section. (Rules of Procedure for the City Council, Article 5 (16), as 
amended May 6, 2002.) 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
John Szerlag, City Manager 



October 1, 2002 
 
 
TO:  Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Doug Smith, Real Estate and Development Director 
 
SUBJECT: Brownfield Plan for 1225 East Maple (Stanley Door) Property 
 
Some months ago, the City was approached by REDICO with a potential tenant for the 
Stanley Door building at 1225 East Maple.  The Stanley Door property had been one of 
three major properties that City Council identified nearly five years ago as primary 
redevelopment targets to create a momentum for change along the Maple corridor.    The 
other two projects, the old Troy Hilton and former Ford Tractor facility, have both been 
redeveloped.  This is the last of the three to be redeveloped.  The property has remained 
underutilized or vacant for nearly a decade. 
 
The redevelopment of the Stanley Door property, which sits on 15 acres, is a major 
undertaking because of the condition of the building and property.  However, the size of 
the building, nearly 180,000 square feet, and location make it an ideal property for 
redevelopment.  The party interested in the Stanley Door building is Saleen, Inc.  Saleen 
is an assembler of the Saleen Mustang and high performance automobiles.  Currently 
Saleen’s factories are in Irvine, California, so to interest them in moving to Troy, the site 
requires that the developer create a competitive situation with California.   
 
After reviewing a number of alternatives with REDICO, it was determined that the best 
route to provide a competitive package of support from the local level would be to have 
REDICO utilize the Brownfield Redevelopment Authority to permit Saleen to obtain the 
10% tax credit on new development costs from the State of Michigan.  Under state law, 
the company would be eligible for up to 10% tax credit against the single business tax for 
up to ten years for redevelopment costs of a Brownfield site.  When Stanley Door 
systems left the facility they had an approved Michigan Department Environmental 
Quality (MDEQ) plan.  There were still environmental issues that were below the 
thresholds that were required by DEQ for clean up, but still provided costs and deterrents 
to future development.  These environmental issues in the building and on the site make 
the site eligible for the Brownfield designation, as determined by the Brownfield 
Authority, and such designation can assure a complete cleanup and more aggressive due 
care process for this site.   
 
The intention of the company was not to seek reimbursement from tax increment for 
environmental costs (as allowed), but to apply for a Plant Rehabilitation Exemption 
Certificate, which could freeze the current taxable value for a period of 1-12 years, and 
completely exempt any renovations to the site (up to the appraised value of the existing 
structure without any depreciation for age) for that same period of time.  The expectation 
is that the combination of Brownfield designation and the ability to apply for the state tax 

City of Troy
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credit and consideration by City Council for plant rehabilitation could provide a 
competitive package to interest Saleen in moving from its Irvine, California facility to 
Troy. 
 
Turning the old Stanley Door building into an assembly plant for high performance 
automobiles, that would provide office, museum, and demonstration area in the front of 
the building, would create an exceptional new image for this building and this area of 
Maple Road.  An advantage to the City would be to have this industrial facility remain 
industrial and reinforce the character of the Maple corridor as an industrial and research 
corridor.  A significant capital investment and high paying wages for technically skilled 
workers would continue to contribute to the overall growth of Troy. 
 
Finally, it should be noted that part of the urgency on this particular issue is that the 
Brownfield legislation sunsets at the end of 2002.  Therefore, there is no assurance that 
next year there will necessarily be the availability of these types of credits for companies.  
The Brownfield Redevelopment Authority approved the attached plan and management 
supports the use of the Brownfield for the redevelopment of this site and would 
encourage a favorable consideration by City Council. 
 
DS/pg 
 
 



























 
 
DATE:   September 25, 2002 

  
 

 
TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
    
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
   Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
   Mark Stimac, Director of Building and Zoning 
 
SUBJECT:  Public Hearing 

Request for Commercial Vehicle Appeal 
   2887 E. Wattles Road 
 

 
 

 
On August 20, 2002, information was sent to Mr. Costel Luca that identified restrictions 
related to commercial vehicles located on his residential property at 2887 E. Wattles.  
As part of that information, he was advised that the Ford box truck parked on that 
property did not comply with the exceptions found in Chapter 39, Section 40.66.00.  He 
was given the option to remove the vehicle or appeal to City Council for relief of the 
Ordinance. 
 
In response to our letter, Mr. Luca has filed an appeal.  The appeal requests that a 
public hearing date be held in accordance with the ordinance.  A public hearing has 
been scheduled for your meeting of October 7, 2002. 
 
The existing home on the property has only 808 square feet of ground floor area and we 
have no record of any existing accessory buildings on site.  The Zoning would permit up 
to 600 square feet of detached accessory building on this site.  The owner could also 
construct an attached garage within the limits of the setbacks and the 30% lot coverage. 
 
Copies of the application, site plan, aerial photograph, and photos taken by City staff 
are attached for your reference.  Should you have any questions or require additional 
information, kindly advise. 

City of Troy
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October 1, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
 
SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING –PRELIMINARY SITE PLAN APPROVAL (SP 

#883) – Medical Office Building, Southeast Corner of Livernois 
Avenue and South Boulevard, Section 3, O-1 & R-1B 

 
PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION 
 
At the Planning Commission Regular Meeting of August 13, 2002, the Planning 
Commission recommended that the Preliminary Site Plan be approved subject to 
the following: 
 

1. The dumpster in the southeast corner of the parcel shall be screened 
by a dumpster enclosure.  The enclosure shall be a solid wall of at 
least six (6) feet high on 3 sides, of suitable height to screen the 
dumpster, and gated.  

 
2. A foot (5’) foot wide striped barrier-free pedestrian crossing shall be 

provided across the entry drive north of the building, to link the 
sidewalks on both sides of the entry drive.   

 
3. The acceleration lane on Livernois Avenue shall be eliminated. 
 
4. The left/center lane on both Livernois Avenue and South Boulevard 

shall be extended as per the City Transportation Engineer.  
 
5. The 23 proposed parallel parking spaces may be landbanked.  The 

parking spaces shall be constructed in the future at the request of the 
City of Troy, based on a need for spaces on the property. 

 
6. That the brick faced screen wall be brick-faced on both sides. 

 
7. That the screen wall will not change the water flow from the properties 

to the south. 
 

The applicant has revised the site plan to address all of these conditions with the 
exception of #7.   
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CITY MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATION 
 
City Management concurs with the Planning Commission recommendation, with 
the exception of condition # 7.  This item will be reviewed and approved by the 
City Engineering Department prior to Final Site Plan Approval, to ensure that the 
wall does not change the existing storm water flow.  Therefore, City Management 
recommends approval of the site plan as submitted to City Council.    
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Parcel History: 
The use of the parcel must be consistent with the consent order and judgment of 
the Circuit Court for the County of Oakland of December 26, 1986, Case No. 83-
265736 CZ (see attached).  The consent order requires that City Council grant 
Preliminary and Final Site Plan Approval for the subject property. 
 
Name of Owner / Applicant: 
Al Shulin, Summit Property Management Corporation. 
  
Location of Subject Property: 
The property is located on the southeast corner of Livernois Avenue and South 
Boulevard, section 3. 
 
Size of Subject Parcel: 
The parcel is approximately 5.478 acres in size.   
 
Proposed Use of Subject Parcel: 
The applicant is proposing to construct a 50,000 square foot medical office 
building. 
  
Current Use of Subject Property: 
The parcel is presently vacant. 
  
Current Zoning Classification: 
The property is zoned O-1 Office Building and R-1B One Family Residential.   
 
Current Use of Adjacent Parcels: 
North: Animal Medical Center (City of Rochester Hills). 
 
South:  Single family residential (Meadowland Estates Subdivision). 
 
East:  Single family residential (Meadowland Estates Subdivision). 
 
West: Val’s Pet Supplies and the Meadowbrook Pre-School and Kindergarten. 
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Zoning Classification of Adjacent Parcels:  
North: B-2 General Business and R-2 One Family Residential (City of Rochester 

Hills) 
 
South: R-1B One Family Residential.  
 
East: R-1B One Family Residential. 
 
West: R-1B One Family Residential. 
 
Future Land Use Designation: 
The property is designated on the Future Land Use Plan as Low Rise Office. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Area and Bulk Requirements:  
Lot Area:  Not applicable in the O-1 Office Building district. 
Lot Width:  Not applicable in the O-1 Office Building district. 
Height:  The maximum permitted height is 2 stories (as per consent order).  
Setbacks: Setbacks are controlled by the consent order, and are as follows: 

There shall be a minimum 70-foot building setback from the south 
property line. There shall be a minimum 50-foot building setback 
from the east property line.There shall be a minimum 30-foot front 
building setback from the west and north property lines.  

Minimum  
Floor Area: 500 square feet.  The applicant meets this requirement. 
 
Off-Street Parking and Loading Requirements:  
The applicant is proposing a medical office building that is 50,000 square feet in 
size.  Section 40.21.73 requires one (1) parking space for every one hundred 
(100) square feet of usable floor space.  For medical office buildings, usable floor 
area is defined as 85% of gross floor area, or 42,500 square feet.  The number 
of required parking spaces is therefore 425 spaces.  The applicant is proposing 
425 spaces.  
 
Note that 23 of the proposed spaces are parallel parking spaces.  While the 
spaces meet the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance, parallel parking spaces 
are undesirable in the proposed locations.  Land banking the spaces would 
provide a wider greenbelt area along the east and west boundaries, improving 
the site aesthetically.  The 23 parking spaces shall be provided by the applicant 
in the future at the request of the City of Troy, should there be a need for the 
spaces.  
 
Vehicular and Non-motorized Access: 
Access to the parcel will be provided by a two-way entrance on South Boulevard 
and a two-way entrance on Livernois Avenue. 
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The City of Troy Transportation Engineer has reviewed the site plan.  For two-
lane major thoroughfares in the City of Troy, the requirement is a deceleration 
lane and a passing lane.  The Transportation Engineer recommends extending 
the center left lanes on both Livernois Avenue and South Boulevard to the 
property line and tapering the lanes back to two lanes.  He also recommends the 
deletion of the acceleration lane proposed for Livernois Avenue.   
 
Stormwater Detention: 
The applicant is proposing an on-site detention basin in the southeast corner of 
the property. 
 
Natural Features and Floodplains: 
There is a woodlands on the western half of the property.  There are no other 
natural features or floodplains located on the property. 
 
Development Standards: 
The consent order requires a 6-foot brick-faced screen wall along the south 
property line except at the southwest corner of the property and proceeding east 
for 30 feet, which shall be 2 feet, 6 inches in height. 
 
The consent order requires that there shall be a 10-foot wide greenbelt along the 
east property line, but no screening wall along the east property line.  The Zoning 
Ordinance requires a 10-foot wide greenbelt along both South Boulevard and 
Livernois Avenue (Section 39.70.02).   
 
The applicant meets all landscaping requirements. 

 
  

cc:  Al Shulin, Summit Property Management Corporation 
  Planners (3) 
  File/S.P. # 883 
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9. SITE PLAN REVIEW (SP-883) – Proposed Medical Office Bldg., Southeast Corner 
of Livernois and South Blvd., Section 3 – Consent Judgment 

 
 Mr. Savidant presented a summary on the proposed Medical Office Building, 

Consent Judgment. 
 
 Jim Barnas, 403 E. Grand River, Brighton, MI, stated that he had no additional 

comments to add to Mr. Savidant’s summary. 
 
 No public comments. 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Kramer      Seconded by Vleck 

 
 RESOLVED, that Preliminary Site Plan Approval, pursuant to a consent 

judgment, for a proposed Medical Office Building, located on the southeast 
corner of South Boulevard and Livernois Road within section 3, within the O-1 
zoning district, is hereby recommended for approval to City Council, subject to 
the following conditions: 

 
1. The dumpster in the southeast corner of the parcel shall be screened by a 

dumpster enclosure.  The enclosure shall be a solid wall of at least six (6) 
feet high on 3 sides, of suitable height to screen the dumpster, and gated.  

 
2. A five foot (5’) foot wide striped barrier-free pedestrian crossing shall be 

provided across the entry drive north of the building, to link the sidewalks 
on both sides of the entry drive.  

  
3. The acceleration lane on Livernois Avenue shall be eliminated. 
 
4. The left/center lane on both Livernois Avenue and South Boulevard shall 

be extended as per the City Transportation Engineer.  
 
5. The 23 proposed parallel parking spaces may be landbanked.  The 

parking spaces shall be constructed in the future at the request of the City 
of Troy, based on a need for spaces on the property. 

 
6. That the brick faced screen wall be brick faced on both sides. 
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7. That the screen wall will not change the water flow from the properties to 
the south. 

 
Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   
All present (6)      Littman 
        Wright 
        Waller 
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October 1, 2002 
 
To:  Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Lori Bluhm, City Attorney 
  Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
 
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT 

AMENDMENT (ZOTA 194) – Articles 10.20.08 & 34.60.00 R-1A & R-1B 
Open Space Preservation 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The Planning Commission and City Management recommend approval of the Open 
Space Preservation provisions. 
 
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
On December 14, 2001 House Bill No. 5029 took immediate effect, and amended the City-
Village Zoning Act, PA 207 of 1921.  The amendment requires the City of Troy to adopt 
Open Space Preservation provisions for the R-1A and R-1B Zoning Districts, by December 
14, 2002.  These provisions will permit property owners the option of developing all the 
permitted dwelling units on a portion of the property, if the balance of the property is 
undeveloped.  The undeveloped land area shall be permanently protected with a 
conservation easement or other legal restriction.  Such provisions can be exercised once 
by the land owners.  These Open Space Preservation provisions are commonly known as 
cluster zoning or open space zoning.  However, the amendment does not prescribe the 
typical elements of an open space zoning option. 
 
The Planning Department, City Attorney’s Office and Planning Commission worked 
together to draft the proposed Open Space Preservation provisions.  It was decided to 
only address compliance with the Open Space Preservation amendment to the City and 
Village Zoning Act, because of the December 14, 2002 deadline.  The existing CR-1 
Zoning District provisions should be reviewed, but separately and at some time in the 
future.  In addition, the basic premise of the provisions is that there should be no negative 
impact on existing one family neighborhoods.   
 
Generally, cluster developments are viewed as positive, except that the City of Troy 
experience demonstrates concern regarding density and setbacks in relation to existing 
homes.  Cluster developments, have generally exceeded the surrounding neighborhoods’ 
density (units per acre), when all of the project land is used in the density calculations.  
Unusable areas such as regulated wetlands and roads increase unit density beyond the 
surrounding single family neighborhoods.  The parallel plan determines the density (units 

City of Troy
C-04



per acre), when a developer submits a typical subdivision/site condominium.  Then the 
units can be clustered to protect open space and not negatively impact the surrounding 
one family neighborhoods.  In addition, the cluster units are required to maintain an 
equivalent rear yard setback, to maintain the one family neighborhood character of the 
adjacent properties.  It is the intent of the proposed Open Space Preservation amendment 
to eliminate negative impacts of cluster development and comply with state law. 
 
Attached to this memorandum include the proposed Open Space Preservation 
amendment, City and Village Zoning Act amendment, Planning Commission minutes and 
public comment.  Please feel free to contact Mark Miller, Planning Director, if you have any 
questions. 
 
 
Attachments (7) 
 
 
Cc: Mark Stimac, Director of Building and Zoning 
 Brent Savidant, Principal Planner 
 Susan Lancaster, Assistant City Attorney 

file/ZOTA-194 
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PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 
 

Open Space Preservation Option 
 
Amend the indicated portions of the One Family Residential Districts and the 
Residential Development Options text in the following manner: 
 
(Underlining, except for major section titles, denotes changes.) 
 
10.00.00 ARTICLE X ONE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 
 
10.20.08 The Open Space Preservation Option may be utilized in the R-1A and R-1B 

districts, to comply with PA 179 of 2001 (amendment to City and Village 
Zoning Act), subject to the requirements of Section 34.60.00. 

 
 
34.00.00 ARTICLE XXXIV RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 
 
34.60.00 OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION OPTION  
 

This option may be utilized, at the developer’s option, in the R-1A and R-1B 
One Family Residential zoning districts. 

 
34.60.01 The following objectives shall govern the approval or disapproval of the 

proposed Open Space Preservation Plan: 
 

A. To provide a more desirable living environment by preserving the 
natural character of the property, such as mature trees, wetlands, 
floodplains, topography, and open space for enjoyment by residents 
of the Open Space Preservation development. 

 
B. To encourage developers to use a more creative approach in the 

development of residential areas. 
 
C. To encourage a more efficient, aesthetic and desirable use of the land 

while recognizing a reduction in development costs and by allowing 
the developer to bypass natural obstacles. 

 
D. To encourage the provision of open space so benefits may accrue 

directly to residents of the Open Space Preservation development 
and to further encourage the development of recreational facilities. 

 
E. An Open Space Preservation development shall result in a 

recognizable and substantial benefit to residents of the property and 
to the overall quality of life in the City. 

 
34.60.02 Application Information Requirements: The Open Space Preservation Plan 
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shall contain the following, in addition to the information required on a 
complete site plan: 

  
A. A complete description of the land proposed to be dedicated to the 

city or to the common use of lot owners (herein called dedicated open 
space) shall be provided, including the following: 

 
1. Legal description of dedicated open space, including dedicated 

easements. 
2. Topographical survey of dedicated open space. 
 
3. Types of soil in dedicated open space. 
 
4. Description of natural features on dedicated open space. 
 
5. Other relevant information necessary to show that the 

proposed development qualifies for approval as an Open 
Space Preservation development. 

 
B. The proposed plan of development of the dedicated open space shall 

be submitted with the application and shall include the following: 
 
1. The proposed manner in which the title to land and facilities is 

to be held by the owners of land in the Open Space 
Preservation development. 

 
2. The proposed manner of regulating the use of the common 

facilities and areas so as to eliminate possible nuisances to 
other property owners and cause for enforcement by the city. 

 
3. The proposed uses of dedicated open space and the proposed 

improvements to be constructed by the proprietor. 
 

34.60.03 Eligibility Criteria: To qualify for the Open Space Preservation Option, the 
Planning Commission shall determine that all of the following conditions are 
present: 

 
A. The land is zoned for R-1A or R-1B residential development.   
 
B. The percentage of land area specified in Section 34.60.06.A below 

must remain in a perpetually undeveloped state. 
 
C. The Open Space Preservation site shall be under the control of one 

owner or group of owners acting jointly and shall be capable of being 
planned and developed as one integral unit. 
 

34.60.04 Dwelling Unit Density:  
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A. The number of dwelling units allowable within the Open Space 
Development shall be determined through the preparation of a 
“parallel plan”. 
 
1. The applicant shall prepare a parallel plan for the project that is 

consistent with State, County and City requirements and 
design criteria for a tentative preliminary plat or unplatted site 
condominium.  The parallel plan shall meet all standards for lot 
/unit size, lot/unit width and setbacks as normally required for 
the applicable one family zoning district.  

 
2. The City shall review the design and determine the number of 

lots that could be developed following the parallel plan.  This 
number shall be the maximum number of dwelling units 
allowable in the Open Space Preservation development.   

 
34.60.05 Regulatory Flexibility:  To comply with the “open space preservation” 

provisions of the City and Village Zoning Act, the City may permit specific 
departures from the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for yards and lots 
as a part of the approval process.  The applicant may cluster the dwellings 
on smaller lots, provided the following: 

 
A. Overall density shall not exceed the number determined in the parallel 

plan.  
 
B. Setback provisions shall remain, except: 

 
1. Front yard setbacks may be reduced to not less than 25 feet.   
 
2. Rear yard setbacks shall be equal to or exceed the rear yard 

setback requirements for adjacent residential zoning districts. 
 
3. The side yard setback for buildings within the development 

may be reduced to permit buildings not less than 20 feet from 
one another. 

 
C. All regulations applicable to parking and loading, general provisions, 

and other requirements shall be met. 
 
D. The permitted uses shall be restricted to single family detached 

residential development, residential accessory structures, and non-
commercial recreation uses. 

 
34.60.06 Open Space Requirements: 

 
A. Minimum Requirements:  An Open Space Preservation development 

shall maintain a minimum of twenty percent (20%) of the gross area of 
the site as dedicated open space which shall remain perpetually in an 
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undeveloped state by means of one of the tools included in Section E 
below.  As used in this section, “undeveloped state” means a natural 
state preserving natural resources, natural features, or scenic or 
wooded conditions; open space; or a similar use or condition.  Land in 
an undeveloped state does not include a golf course but may include 
a recreational trail, picnic area, children’s play area, greenway, or 
linear park.  As used in this section, the term “greenway” shall mean a 
contiguous or linear open space, including habitats, wildlife corridors, 
and trails that link parks, nature reserves, cultural features, or historic 
sites with each other, for recreational and conservation purposes.  
Land in an undeveloped state may be, but is not required to be, 
dedicated to the use of the public.  Except as noted in Section E 
below, any land area maintained in an undeveloped state within the 
boundaries of the site meeting the open space standards herein may 
be included as required open space.  A minimum of fifty percent 
(50%) of the minimum required open space shall be upland area that 
is accessible to all residents of the Open Space Preservation 
development or the City of Troy. 

 
B. Common Open Space:  Common open space, other common 

properties and facilities, individual properties, and all other elements 
of a Open Space Preservation district shall be so planned that they 
will achieve a unified open space, community green or plaza and 
recreation area system, with open space and all other elements in 
appropriate locations, suitably related to each other, the site and 
surrounding lands. All land within a development that is not devoted to 
a residential unit, an accessory use, vehicle access, vehicle parking, a 
roadway, or an approved land improvement, shall be permanently set 
aside as common land for community use, recreation or conservation.  

 
C. Areas Not Considered Open Space:  The following land areas are not 

included as dedicated open space for the purposes of this Section: 
 

1. Area proposed as single family residential lots. 
 
2. Area proposed as limited common elements of condominium 

developments, or land within a condominium development, 
which is convertible to general common elements that will not 
remain in a perpetually undeveloped state or land convertible 
to limited common elements. 

 
3. The area of any street right-of-way or equivalent private road 

easement. 
 

D. Location of Open Space:  Common open space shall be planned in 
locations generally visible and accessible to all residing within the 
Open Space Development. The common open space may be 
centrally located along the road frontage of the development, located 
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to preserve significant natural features, or located to connect open 
spaces throughout the development.  

 
E. Protection of Open Space 

 
1. The dedicated open space shall be set aside by the developer 

through an irrevocable conveyance that is found acceptable to 
the City, such as: recorded deed restrictions, restrictive 
covenants, or conservation easements, plat dedication, or 
other legal means that run with the land.  As used in this 
section, the phrase “conservation easement” means an 
interest in land that provides limitation on the use of land or a 
body of water or requires or prohibits certain acts on or with 
respect to the land or body of water, whether or not the interest 
is stated in the form of a restriction, easement, covenant, or 
condition in a deed, will or other instrument executed by or on 
behalf of the owner of the land or body of water or in an order 
of taking, which interest is appropriate to retaining or 
maintaining the land or body of water, including improvements 
on the land or body of water, predominantly in its natural, 
scenic, or open condition, or in an agricultural, farming, open 
space, or forest use, or similar use or condition. 

 
2. Such conveyance shall assure that the open space will be 

protected from all forms of development, except as shown on 
an approved site plan, and shall never be changed to another 
use. Such conveyance shall: 

 
a. Indicate the proposed allowable use(s) of the dedicated 

open space.  
 
b. The dedicated open space shall forever remain open 

space, subject only to uses authorized by state law and 
approved by the City on the approved site plan or 
subdivision plat. Open space may include a recreational 
trail, children’s play area, greenway or linear park. 
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9. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED ZONING ORDINANCE TEXT AMENDMENT 
(ZOTA 194) – Articles 10.20.08 & 34.60.00 R-1A & R-1B Open Space Preservation 
 
Public hearing opened and closed. 
 
RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Littman      Seconded by Storrs 
 

 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City Council 
that the Articles 10.20.08 & 34.60.00 R-1A & R-1B Open Space Preservation, of the 
Zoning Ordinance to read as follows:   

 
(Underlining, except for major section titles, denotes changes.) 

 
10.00.00 ARTICLE X ONE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS 
 
10.20.08 The Open Space Preservation Option may be utilized in the R-1A and R-1B 

districts, to comply with PA 179 of 2001 (amendment to City and Village 
Zoning Act), subject to the requirements of Section 34.60.00. 

 
 
34.00.00 ARTICLE XXXIV RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS 
 
34.60.00 OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION OPTION  
 

This option may be utilized, at the developer’s option, in the R-1A and R-1B 
One Family Residential zoning districts. 

 
34.60.01 The following objectives shall govern the approval or disapproval of the 

proposed Open Space Preservation Plan: 
 

A. To provide a more desirable living environment by preserving the 
natural character of the property, such as mature trees, wetlands, 
floodplains, topography, and open space for enjoyment by residents 
of the Open Space Preservation development. 

 
B. To encourage developers to use a more creative approach in the 

development of residential areas. 
 
C. To encourage a more efficient, aesthetic and desirable use of the land 

while recognizing a reduction in development costs and by allowing 
the developer to bypass natural obstacles. 
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D. To encourage the provision of open space so benefits may accrue 
directly to residents of the Open Space Preservation development 
and to further encourage the development of recreational facilities. 

 
E. An Open Space Preservation development shall result in a 

recognizable and substantial benefit to residents of the property and 
to the overall quality of life in the City. 

 
34.60.02 Application Information Requirements: The Open Space Preservation Plan 

shall contain the following, in addition to the information required on a 
complete site plan: 

  
A. A complete description of the land proposed to be dedicated to the 

city or to the common use of lot owners (herein called dedicated open 
space) shall be provided, including the following: 

 
1. Legal description of dedicated open space, including dedicated 

easements. 
2. Topographical survey of dedicated open space. 
 
3. Types of soil in dedicated open space. 
 
4. Description of natural features on dedicated open space. 
 
5. Other relevant information necessary to show that the 

proposed development qualifies for approval as an Open 
Space Preservation development. 

 
B. The proposed plan of development of the dedicated open space shall 

be submitted with the application and shall include the following: 
 
1. The proposed manner in which the title to land and facilities is 

to be held by the owners of land in the Open Space 
Preservation development. 

 
2. The proposed manner of regulating the use of the common 

facilities and areas so as to eliminate possible nuisances to 
other property owners and cause for enforcement by the city. 

 
3. The proposed uses of dedicated open space and the proposed 

improvements to be constructed by the proprietor. 
 

34.60.03 Eligibility Criteria: To qualify for the Open Space Preservation Option, the 
Planning Commission shall determine that all of the following conditions are 
present: 
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A. The land is zoned for R-1A or R-1B residential development.   
 
B. The percentage of land area specified in Section 34.60.06.A below 

must remain in a perpetually undeveloped state. 
 
C. The Open Space Preservation site shall be under the control of one 

owner or group of owners acting jointly and shall be capable of being 
planned and developed as one integral unit. 
 

34.60.04 Dwelling Unit Density:  
 

A. The number of dwelling units allowable within the Open Space 
Development shall be determined through the preparation of a 
“parallel plan”. 
 
1. The applicant shall prepare a parallel plan for the project that is 

consistent with State, County and City requirements and 
design criteria for a tentative preliminary plat or unplatted site 
condominium.  The parallel plan shall meet all standards for lot 
/unit size, lot/unit width and setbacks as normally required for 
the applicable one family zoning district.  

 
2. The City shall review the design and determine the number of 

lots that could be developed following the parallel plan.  This 
number shall be the maximum number of dwelling units 
allowable in the Open Space Preservation development.   

 
34.60.05 Regulatory Flexibility:  To comply with the “open space preservation” 

provisions of the City and Village Zoning Act, the City may permit specific 
departures from the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance for yards and lots 
as a part of the approval process.  The applicant may cluster the dwellings 
on smaller lots, provided the following: 

 
A. Overall density shall not exceed the number determined in the parallel 

plan.  
 
B. Setback provisions shall remain, except: 

 
1. Front yard setbacks may be reduced to not less than 25 feet.   
 
2. Rear yard setbacks shall be equal to or exceed the rear yard 

setback requirements for adjacent residential zoning districts. 
 
3. The side yard setback for buildings within the development 

may be reduced to permit buildings not less than 20 feet from 
one another. 
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C. All regulations applicable to parking and loading, general provisions, 
and other requirements shall be met. 

 
D. The permitted uses shall be restricted to single family detached 

residential development, residential accessory structures, and non-
commercial recreation uses. 

 
34.60.06 Open Space Requirements: 

 
A. Minimum Requirements:  An Open Space Preservation development 

shall maintain a minimum of twenty percent (20%) of the gross area of 
the site as dedicated open space which shall remain perpetually in an 
undeveloped state by means of one of the tools included in Section E 
below.  As used in this section, “undeveloped state” means a natural 
state preserving natural resources, natural features, or scenic or 
wooded conditions; open space; or a similar use or condition.  Land in 
an undeveloped state does not include a golf course but may include 
a recreational trail, picnic area, children’s play area, greenway, or 
linear park.  As used in this section, the term “greenway” shall mean a 
contiguous or linear open space, including habitats, wildlife corridors, 
and trails that link parks, nature reserves, cultural features, or historic 
sites with each other, for recreational and conservation purposes.  
Land in an undeveloped state may be, but is not required to be, 
dedicated to the use of the public.  Except as noted in Section E 
below, any land area maintained in an undeveloped state within the 
boundaries of the site meeting the open space standards herein may 
be included as required open space.  A minimum of fifty percent 
(50%) of the minimum required open space shall be upland area that 
is accessible to all residents of the Open Space Preservation 
development or the City of Troy. 

 
B. Common Open Space:  Common open space, other common 

properties and facilities, individual properties, and all other elements 
of a Open Space Preservation district shall be so planned that they 
will achieve a unified open space, community green or plaza and 
recreation area system, with open space and all other elements in 
appropriate locations, suitably related to each other, the site and 
surrounding lands. All land within a development that is not devoted to 
a residential unit, an accessory use, vehicle access, vehicle parking, a 
roadway, or an approved land improvement, shall be permanently set 
aside as common land for community use, recreation or conservation.  

 
C. Areas Not Considered Open Space:  The following land areas are not 

included as dedicated open space for the purposes of this Section: 
 

1. Area proposed as single family residential lots. 
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2. Area proposed as limited common elements of condominium 

developments, or land within a condominium development, 
which is convertible to general common elements that will not 
remain in a perpetually undeveloped state or land convertible 
to limited common elements. 

 
3. The area of any street right-of-way or equivalent private road 

easement. 
 

D. Location of Open Space:  Common open space shall be planned in 
locations generally visible and accessible to all residing within the 
Open Space Development. The common open space may be 
centrally located along the road frontage of the development, located 
to preserve significant natural features, or located to connect open 
spaces throughout the development.  

 
E. Protection of Open Space 

 
1. The dedicated open space shall be set aside by the developer 

through an irrevocable conveyance that is found acceptable to 
the City, such as: recorded deed restrictions, restrictive 
covenants, or conservation easements, plat dedication, or 
other legal means that run with the land.  As used in this 
section, the phrase “conservation easement” means an 
interest in land that provides limitation on the use of land or a 
body of water or requires or prohibits certain acts on or with 
respect to the land or body of water, whether or not the interest 
is stated in the form of a restriction, easement, covenant, or 
condition in a deed, will or other instrument executed by or on 
behalf of the owner of the land or body of water or in an order 
of taking, which interest is appropriate to retaining or 
maintaining the land or body of water, including improvements 
on the land or body of water, predominantly in its natural, 
scenic, or open condition, or in an agricultural, farming, open 
space, or forest use, or similar use or condition. 

 
2. Such conveyance shall assure that the open space will be 

protected from all forms of development, except as shown on 
an approved site plan, and shall never be changed to another 
use. Such conveyance shall: 

 
a. Indicate the proposed allowable use(s) of the dedicated 

open space.  
 
b. The dedicated open space shall forever remain open 

space, subject only to uses authorized by state law and 
approved by the City on the approved site plan or 
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subdivision plat. Open space may include a recreational 
trail, children’s play area, greenway or linear park. 

 
 
   Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   
   All present (8)      Vleck 
 
 MOTION CARRIED 
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7. OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION AMENDMENT 
 

Discussions were held by the Commission on the proposed Zoning Ordinance Text 
Amendment Open Space Preservation Amendment.  It was agreed that the 
Commission is ready to move forward. 
 
Mr. Waller commented that Open Space should be put on GIS. 
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6. ORDINANCE REVISION DISCUSSION (ZOTA 194) – Residential Development 
Options - Open Space Preservation 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked if there were any comments regarding the draft ordinance. 
 
 Ms. Lancaster stated that she thought it was good although she questioned C.4 

saying it leaves too much discretion under C and that we may not want to put it 
under C.  It may be better to put it under A. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated that C.4 becomes A.5. 
 
 Ms. Lancaster stated that under State Law, once a land owner uses this, they can 

no longer use it again.  Once the property owner chooses to use this on a specific 
parcel, he can no longer make any further requests. 

 
 Mr. Miller stated that we should clarify what kinds of condominiums are permitted 

and asked the Commission if they wanted detached condominiums exclusively. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked, can we change State Law? 
 
 Ms. Lancaster stated that State Law doesn’t really address the types of structures 

permitted.    
 
 Mr. Miller stated that maybe we should find a new location for that requirement.  

Move second sentence in C.1 to 4.e. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked does this take care of our deadline in December with the 

City? 
 
 Mr. Miller replied, yes. 
 
 Mr. Starr asked, does the State Law require any minimum size? 
 
 Mr. Miller replied, no it doesn’t.  We need to address that minimum amount of area 

preserved; 20% of the open space. 
 
 Ms. Lancaster stated that this is the developer’s choice by ownership. 
 
 Mr. Littman stated that 20% is fine with him.  Is that what the State specifies.  If we 

want, can we make it 30% or 40%? 
 
 Mr. Miller answered, yes.  Further, the number of units per acre with or without 

sewers, in relation to the State Law, dictates only the R-1A and R-1B zoning 
districts are affected by this State Law and Amendment. 
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 Mr. Chamberlain stated we will see this again in two (2) weeks and will then set up 
a public hearing for our regular meeting in September. 
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9. UNIFIED SITE DEVELOPMENT OVERLAY DISTRICT  - Corrected 
OPEN SPACE PRESERVATION 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated that what we got in this package is wrong.  We’ve got to 

get in front of City Council, the Cluster, and hopefully Mark’s got something for us 
to see and hear other than what was handed to us.  This thing is called Chapter 
37.10.00. of the Zoning Ordinance, Article XXXVII. 

 
 Mr. Miller stated, that previously, we handed out to you the amendments to the 

City and Village Zoning Act, which created the open space preservation 
provisions, which basically state that the R-1A and R-1B zoning districts, by right 
of ownership, if 20% is preserved in a natural state, you would be able, by right, 
to do a cluster development.  And in effect, this has to be adopted by us to 
comply with the State Act provisions by December 15, 2002.   

 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked, so the issue then of what Council did a meeting or so 

ago wanting something from us by September, we’re not addressing that? 
 
 Mr. Miller stated that is exactly what we’re addressing.  So from a strategic 

standpoint, what I would like to propose is to revise the whole cluster ordinance.  
However, I’m not sure if that’s a wise route, because we have to address the 
State Act separately.  There are two different issues.  This is a first shot at this, 
and it only addresses compliance with the State Act.  It is not addressing a 
complete rewrite of cluster provisions.   

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated, then this takes care of their Finch Road spot, right? 
 
 Ms. Lancaster asked if Finch Road was R-1A or R-1E.   
 
 Mr. Miller stated it was R-1B.  One thing noted is that they would comply within 

this framework if they elected to take this route.  But, the way this is written with 
the parallel plan, the density will not exceed a subdivision development.  When 
you lay out a subdivision, you almost never can maximize density, because it 
would have to be perfect dimensions to put a street in, including lot depth and 
width.  So you never max out the density.  But when you cluster, you can 
maximize the density.  Also, there is a little bonus in our current ordinance.  So 
what we did in this ordinance is that you have to prepare a parallel plan as part of 
the submittal.  A subdivision layout with at least the minimum requirements for R-
1A or R-1B, and you have to lay out a road 60 foot wide, and put in the lots and if 
you have regulated wetlands you can’t build on those wetlands.  That’s the 
problem with the way our current cluster ordinance is written.  You take a wetland 
area, and look at the poster child, Rochester Villa, you can take all that potential 
density, and you shift it and cram it into one area.  So actually you’re overbuilding 
beyond what you could have because it was unbuildable to begin with.  So you 
submit a parallel plan, we make sure it complies with the current requirements in 
that it can be built as a traditional development.  That gives you your density.  It’s 
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an actual density so you’re not overbuilding the site.  That’s the premise with this 
proposal.  If you disagree with that, we need to know, because that’s the basic 
premise of this ordinance in front of you. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked the Board if they understood what Mr. Miller just 

presented. 
 
 Mr. Kramer replied, yes, but that could be less than our ordinance allows, right? 
 
 Mr. Miller said it will be because our ordinance has ultimate density, for instance, 

3.8 units an acre.  But whenever you divide subdivisions, you never get that 
density. 

 
 Mr. Kramer asked, so your parallel preparation would indicate that maybe your 

max density would be 2.5 per acre, and that’s all they could build under this. 
 
 Mr. Miller stated the reasoning for that is, in effect, with clustering, you’re 

overbuilding beyond when compared to traditional lots in subdivisions.  Why 
should you overbuild? 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated, and maybe at the same time really putting a strain on 

the infrastructure. 
 
 Mr. Miller replied, right.  And that’s the premise in doing the parallel plan. 
 
 Ms. Lancaster stated the mandatory things in here from the State Act are set out 

in the shell provision which is eligibility criteria, see on page 2.  Those are the 
things that are mandated by the state, so when you read through there, that’s 
coming right out of the open space preservation option.  Those are the things we 
are required to do and also F, which is the twenty (20) percent.  

 
 Mr. Savidant stated that the State Act says a minimum of twenty (20) percent 

open space.  So that’s what’s in there now, twenty (20) percent.  Do you want to 
go thirty (30) percent, do you want to go fifty (50) percent?  Twenty (20) percent 
is a minimum. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated there would be a task force comprised of a couple of the 

Commissioners, Mr. Savidant out of the Planning Department and Ms. Lancaster 
out of the Legal Department to work on this throughout the next couple of weeks 
and bring it to fruition and bring it back into the Board in late August or early 
September so that we can meet the City Council’s deadline.   

 
 Mr. Savidant stated he was passing out copies of CR-1 for comparison so that it 

kind of gives you some insight as to where we are going with this thing.  One 
think that Mr. Miller and I talked about was requiring if there was an adjacent 
trailway or planned trailway, to provide a connection through the area of open 
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space so you can expand and improve the system of non-motorized trails.  So 
there are some things like that.  We can add in there, taking yourself a little bit 
further away from the bare bones of the state requirements, but it makes the text 
a little more appropriate for the City of Troy, but I don’t want to say too much 
because you haven’t had a chance to read this yet.  I think next meeting there’s 
going to be some good conversation. 

 
 Mr. Miller stated that this just gives the developer the option to be able to cluster 

if they so desire.  They don’t have to use this.  Personally, I think clustering is a 
great thing, however, I do not like our current cluster ordinance because it does 
two things. One, if you have a natural feature, you get to calculate your density 
from there, even if it’s a preserved area, and in effect you’re jacking up the 
density.  Second, goes back to why we want a parallel plan, the current CR-1 
increases density. 

 
 Ms. Lancaster asked, the density isn’t really getting jacked up because of the 

state law, but the reason it’s getting jacked up is because they now can change 
their spacing to get more houses where they wouldn’t get in a traditional 
development. 

 
 Mr. Miller stated that’s one way.  Another way is our current ordinance allows you 

to use your calculation on unbuildable areas, and I’m trying to prevent that.  You 
should not allow unbuildable areas to be used in your density calculation. 
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A Special Meeting of the Troy City Council was held Monday, September 23, 2002, at City Hall, 
500 W. Big Beaver Road. Mayor Matt Pryor called the Meeting to order at 6:45 P.M. 

ROLL CALL 

PRESENT: Mayor Matt Pryor 
Robin E. Beltramini 
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher (Arrived 6:48 PM)  
Martin F. Howrylak (Absent) 
David A. Lambert 
Anthony N. Pallotta 

 

1  Technical Review of Items on the Agenda of the September 23, 2002 Regular City 
Council Meeting 

 
Council discussed technical issues pertaining to various agenda items on the September 23, 
2002 Regular City Council Meeting Agenda. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 
Resolution to Excuse Mayor Pro Tem 
 
Resolution #2002-09-522a 
Moved by Pallotta 
Seconded by Beltramini 
 
RESOLVED, That Mayor Pro Tem Howrylak’s absence be excused. 
 
Yes: All-6 
Absent: Howrylak  
 
 
The meeting adjourned at 7:20 PM  
 
      __________________________________________ 

Matt Pryor, Mayor 
 
 
      __________________________________________ 

     John M. Lamerato – Assistant City Manager/ 
      Finance and Administration 

City of Troy
E-02
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A Regular Meeting of the Troy City Council was held Monday, September 23, 2002, at City 
Hall, 500 W. Big Beaver Road. Mayor Matt Pryor called the Meeting to order at 7:37 P.M. 

INVOCATION AND PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

The Invocation was given by Pastor T.J. Klapperich – First Baptist Church and the Pledge of 
Allegiance to the Flag was given. 

ROLL CALL 

PRESENT: Mayor Matt Pryor 
Robin E. Beltramini 
Cristina Broomfield 
David Eisenbacher  
Martin F. Howrylak (Arrived 7:45 PM) 
David A. Lambert 
Anthony N. Pallotta 

A-1 Presentations:  Nada Raheb – Student Candidate for Advisory Committee for Persons 
with Disabilities and Jessica Zablocki – Student Candidate for Troy Daze Committee 
introduced themselves to City Council, City Staff and the members of the audience. 

 
PUBLIC HEARINGS 

C-1 Preliminary Site Plan Review (S.P. # 679) – Troy Museum Improvements, Wattles 
Road, Section 16 – C-F 

 
Resolution #2002-09-522 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That preliminary site plan approval, pursuant to Article 18.80.00 (B) of Chapter 39 
and Article 8 of Chapter 13, as requested by the City of Troy, for the Troy Museum, addition of 
Historic Church and Parsonage and parking lot expansion, located on the north side of Wattles 
Road and west of Livernois Road, Section 16, within the C-F Community Facilities Zoning 
District, is hereby APPROVED as recommended by the Planning Commission and City 
Management. 
 
Yes: Pryor, Beltramini, Broomfield, Eisenbacher, Lambert, Pallotta  
No: Howrylak  
 
MOTION CARRIED 

City of Troy
E-02

City of Troy
 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - DRAFT      September 23, 2002 
 

- 2 - 

C-2 Rezoning–North Side of Square Lake Road, East of Livernois–Section 3 – 0.24 
Acres 

 
Resolution #2002-09-523 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That the R-1B to P-1 rezoning request located on the north side of Square Lake 
Road, east of Livernois, Section 3, being 0.24 acres in size is hereby GRANTED as 
recommended by City Management and the Planning Commission. 
 
Yes: Beltramini, Broomfield, Eisenbacher, Lambert, Pallotta, Pryor  
No: Howrylak  
 
MOTION CARRIED 

C-3 Street Vacation Application (SV-15) – A Portion of Hartland Street, East of Daley 
Street, North of Big Beaver Road - Section 23  

 
Resolution #2002-09-524 
Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Pallotta  
 
WHEREAS, A request has been received for the vacation of a portion of a section of Hartland 
Street that is 50 feet wide by approximately 1,469 feet, within Supervisor’s Plat of Beaver Run 
Subdivision No. 1, Section 23; and 
 
WHEREAS, The properties which shall benefit from this requested vacation include the 
proposed West Oaks Subdivision No. 1 and 2: and 
 
WHEREAS, City Management and the Planning Commission have recommended that this 
street vacation be GRANTED. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council CONCURS in the 
recommendations of City Management and the Planning Commission; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That final action on this street vacation request shall be taken 
by the City Council after the following actions: 
 

1. Determination by the City Engineer of the nature and extent of easements to be 
retained over the subject street right-of-way, based in part on input or responses from 
the applicable utility companies, for West Oaks Subdivision No. 1 and 2. 

2. Dedication of the relocated Hartland Street within the proposed West Oaks 
Subdivision No. 1 and 2.          

 
Yes: All-7  
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PUBLIC COMMENT:  

A. Items on the Current Agenda 
 

F-3 Telly’s Greenhouse Opinion 
 
Resolution #2002-09-525 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Eisenbacher  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Attorney is hereby AUTHORIZED and DIRECTED to file on behalf 
of the City of Troy, an appeal to the Michigan Court of Appeals in the matter of City of Troy v 
Gust Papdelis, et al. 
 
Yes: Howrylak, Lambert, Pallotta, Beltramini, Broomfield  
No: Eisenbacher, Pryor 
 
MOTION CARRIED  

F-10 Amendment to Consent Judgment (David Nelson-Cambridge Crossings-Maple & 
Crooks Road) 

 
Resolution #2002-09-526 
Moved by Eisenbacher   
Seconded by Lambert  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council for the City of Troy AUTHORIZES the Administration and 
the City Attorney to negotiate language to modify the signage provisions in the consent 
judgment in Case Number 94-487484 CZ, Meritor Automotive and the Nelson Companies v. 
City of Troy, as requested by David Nelson. The proposed amended consent judgment shall be 
brought back to the Troy City Council for final approval. 
Yes: All-7  
 
AND 
 
Resolution #2002-09-527 
Moved by Pryor  
Seconded by Broomfield  
 
RESOLVED, That the City Council for the City of Troy AUTHORIZES the Administration and 
the City Attorney to negotiate language to modify the consent judgment language to permit a 
medical office building at The Business Park at Cambridge Crossings, as requested by David 
Nelson. The proposed amended consent judgment revisions, in addition to supplemental 
information supplied by David Nelson, reports from the Administration and a report from the 
Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens, shall be brought back to City Council for a public 
hearing not later than 45 days from today’s date. 
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Yes: Lambert, Pryor, Broomfield, Eisenbacher, Howrylak  
No: Pallotta, Broomfield  
 
MOTION CARRIED 

F-11 Revised Final Plat Approval – Abbotsford Parc Subdivision – South Side of 
Abbotsford – West of John R - Section 11 – R-1C 

 
Resolution #2002-09-528 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
RESOLVED, That the Revised Final Plat Approval for Abbotsford Parc Subdivision, nine (9) 
lots, located on the south side of Abbotsford, West of John R in Section 11, is hereby 
GRANTED, as recommended by City Management. 
 
Yes: All-7 
 
RECESS: 9:09 PM – 9:22 PM 
 

F-8 (a) Library Café Agreement and (b) Termination of Prior Agreement 
 
(a) Agreement for the Library Café  
 
Resolution #2002-09-529 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That the Agreement for the Library Café, by and between Sandy Melki and Scott 
Jackson and the City of Troy, is hereby APPROVED; the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized 
to execute the document, and a copy shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: All-7  
 
(b) Agreement for Termination of Agreement for the Library Cafe  
 
Resolution #2002-09-530 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That the Agreement for Termination of Agreement for the Library Café, by and 
between Z Team Enterprises, Inc., d/b/a Jammin’ Java and the City of Troy is hereby 
APPROVED; the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the document, and a copy 
shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: All-7 
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G-14 Memorandum – Re: Section 1 Golf Course Site – Drainage Issues 
 

B.  Items Not on the Current Agenda 
 
 
CONSENT AGENDA 

E-1 Approval of Consent Agenda 
 
Resolution #2002-09-531 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Broomfield   
 
RESOLVED, That all items as presented on the Consent Agenda are hereby APPROVED as 
presented with the exception of Items E-8 and E-1 which shall be considered after Consent 
Agenda (E) items, as printed. 
 
Yes: All-7  

E-2  Minutes: Regular Meeting of September 9, 2002 and Special Meetings of 
September 6, 7, and 16, 2002 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-2 
 
RESOLVED, That the Minutes of the 7:30 PM Regular Meeting of September 9, 2002 and the 
Minutes of the 6:00 PM Special Meeting of September 6, 2002, the 8:30 AM Special Meeting of 
September 7, 2002, and the 7:30 PM Special Meeting of September 16, 2002, be APPROVED 
as submitted. 

E-3 Proposed City of Troy Proclamations: None Presented 
 

E-4 Acceptance of Two (2) Warranty Deeds for Detention Basin, Brookstone Manor 
Subdivision - Section 14 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-4 
 
RESOLVED, That two (2) warranty deeds for detention basin, Brookstone Manor Subdivision, 
having Sidwell #88-20-14-376-040, are hereby ACCEPTED; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said documents 
with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 



CITY COUNCIL MINUTES - DRAFT      September 23, 2002 
 

- 6 - 

E-5 Request to Accept Two (2) Conditioned Purchase Offers from Elro Corporation as 
Part of the Dequindre/Long Lake to Wattles Road Widening Project #99.103.6 – 
Sidwell #88-20-13-228-019 and #88-20-13-228-018 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-5 
 
RESOLVED, That the two (2) Purchase Agreements between Elro Corporation, as successor 
by merger of Rockford Realty Corporation, and the City of Troy, having Sidwell #88-20-13-228-
019 and #88-20-13-228-018, for the acquisition of right-of-way for the Dequindre/Wattles to 
Long Lake Road Widening Project #99-103.6 are APPROVED in the amount of $500.00 each, 
plus closing costs. 

E-6 Membership Renewal – Macomb County Criminal Justice Training Consortium 
 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-6 
 
WHEREAS, Macomb Community College has provided the City of Troy Police Department with 
training at their Criminal Justice Training Facility; and 
 
WHEREAS, It is desirable to continue re-certification of police officers in Emergency Vehicle 
Operations and utilize the state of the art Computerized Simulated Shooting Scenario System 
and Crime Lab. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That a one-year membership renewal is hereby 
APPROVED with the Macomb Community College to become a member of the Macomb 
County Criminal Justice Training Consortium at an annual fee of $21,235.00. 

E-7 Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Bid Award – Lowest Acceptable Bidders 
Breathing Air System Components 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-7 
 
RESOLVED, That contracts to furnish Breathing Air System Components are hereby 
AWARDED to the lowest acceptable bidders meeting specifications, The Coon-DeVisser 
Company and Pressure Vessel Testing, at unit prices contained in the bid tabulation opened 
August 27, 2002 at an estimated total cost of $47,435.00, a copy of which shall be attached to 
the original Minutes of this meeting; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the award is contingent upon contractor submission of 
properly executed bid and contract documents, including insurance certificates and all other 
specified requirements. 

E-9 Acceptance of (2) Watermain Easements – Coolidge Office Building, L.L.C., Detroit 
Edison – Sidwell #’s 88-20-32-101-019 & 88-20-32-101-011 – Project #02.915.3  

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-9 
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RESOLVED, That the City Council of the City of Troy hereby ACCEPTS the permanent 
watermain easement from Coolidge Office Building, L.L.C. and Detroit Edison for consideration 
of one dollar ($1.00) each; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk shall record said permanent watermain 
easements with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to 
the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-10 Request for Approval of Two (2) Purchase Agreements to Purchase Right-of-Way – 
Sidewalk Gap Completion Project – Sidwell #88-20-03-101-009 & #88-20-03-101-056 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-10 
 
RESOLVED, That the Agreements to Purchase right-of-way between the City of Troy and 
Roger G. Sanders and Michelle E. Sanders, having Sidwell #88-20-03-101-009, and Michael J. 
Brennan, having Sidwell #88-20-03-101-056, for the Sidewalk Gap Completion Project are 
APPROVED in the total amount of $41,610.00 plus closing costs. 

E-11 Standard Purchasing Resolution 1: Award to Low Bidder – Non-Slip Floor Surface 
Coatings 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-11 
 
RESOLVED, That a contract to provide all labor, equipment, and materials to install a non-slip 
floor coating at five (5) fire stations is hereby AWARDED to the low bidder, The Tri-State 
Industrial Floors, at an estimated total cost of $18,138.00; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the award is contingent upon contractor submission of 
properly executed bid and contract documents, including bonds, insurance certificates and all 
specified requirements; and if additional work is required that could not be foreseen, such 
additional work is authorized in an amount not to exceed 10% of the total project cost. 

E-12 Final Street Vacation – Virgilia, North of Long Lake Road – Section 9 
 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-12 
 
WHEREAS, A request has been received for the vacation of a portion of the 50-foot wide 
platted but unopened Virgilia Avenue right of way, extending north 343 feet from a point 100 
feet north of the south section line of Section 9 and abutting Lot 1 and part of Lot 31, of Two 
Acre Farms Subdivision (Liber 28, page 16 of Oakland County Plats) and Lots 16, 17, and 18 
of Beaver Hills Subdivision (Liber 26, page 18 of Oakland County Plats); and 
 
WHEREAS, The properties which shall benefit from this requested vacation include Lots 16, 
17, and 18 of Beaver Hills Subdivision (City of Troy Tax Parcels 88-20-09-453-009 and 88-20-
09-453-022), part of Lot 1 of Two Acre Farms Subdivision (City of Troy Tax Parcel 88-20-09-
476-006), and part of Lot 31 of Two Acre Farms Subdivision (City of Troy Tax Parcel 88-20-09-
476-033); and 
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WHEREAS, City Management and the Planning Commission have recommended that this 
street vacation be granted subject to the following conditions: 
 

1. Conveyance of right of way adequate to provide for a conventional street cul-de-sac 
involving a portion of Lot 31 of Two Acre Farms Subdivision. 

 
2. Conveyance of an easement or right of way for public purposes extending north from 

Long Lake Road to the proposed future cul-de-sac ending of Virgilia. 
 

3. Retention of easements within the right of way to be vacated to the extent determined to 
be necessary by the City Engineer, based in part on input or responses from applicable 
utility companies. 

 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council CONCURS with the 
recommendations of City Management and the Planning Commission; and  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That final action can now be taken as the three conditions have 
been met: 
 

1. The conveyance of the right of way for a cul-de-sac on Lot 31 of Two Acre Farms 
Subdivision. 

 
2. Conveyance of an easement for public sidewalk extending north to the deeded cul-de-

sac area. 
 

3. Retention of a 20 foot wide easement for public utilities, 10 feet either side of the 
centerline of the north 190 feet of the proposed vacated Virgilia Street as recommended 
by the City’s Engineering Department; and 

 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the portion of the 50-foot wide platted but unopened Virgilia 
Avenue right of way, extending north 343 feet from a point 100 feet north of the south section 
line of Section 9 and abutting Lot 1 and part of Lot 31, of Two Acre Farms Subdivision (Liber 
28, page 16 of Oakland County Plats) and Lots 16, 17, and 18 of Beaver Hills Subdivision 
(Liber 26, page 18 of Oakland County Plats) be vacated retaining a 20-foot wide easement for 
public utilities, 10 feet either side of the centerline of the north 190 feet of the proposed 
vacated Virgilia Avenue as recommended by the City’s Engineering Department. 

E-13 Request for Acceptance of Warranty Deed, Permanent Easements, and Private 
Road Agreement – Harrington Park Development, L.L.C. 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-13 
 
RESOLVED, That the warranty deed for Virgilia Street cul-de-sac, permanent easements for 
watermain, storm sewer, sanitary sewer, sidewalk and pedestrian access, all being part of the 
Harrington Park Condominium Development are hereby ACCEPTED; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Mayor is authorized to sign the Private Road 
Agreement on behalf of the City; and 
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BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said documents 
with the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original 
Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: All-7 

E-14 Request for a Michigan Charitable Gaming License from the Troy Police Honor 
Guard, Inc. 

 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-14 
 
RESOLVED, That the City of Troy City Council RECOGNIZE the Troy Police Honor Guard, Inc. 
as a nonprofit organization operating in the community for the purpose of obtaining a charitable 
gaming license as required by MCL 432.103(9). 

E-16 Correction to City Council Resolution #2002-09-515 
 
Resolution #2002-09-531-E-16 
 
WHEREAS, A two-year contract for janitorial services with an option to renew for two additional 
years was awarded to Clean Care of Oak Park, the low bidder, on October 16, 2000, 
(Resolution #2000-471); and 
 
WHEREAS, The contract contained a provision to negotiate the addition of buildings under 
construction into the contract as the buildings went into service; and 
 
WHEREAS, The contract was amended to add the cost of $.13 per sq. ft. or $875 per month 
for the Police & Fire Training Center (Resolution #2001-12-582) for two days of cleaning a 
week. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the contract established by Resolutions #2000-
471 and #2001-12-582 is hereby AMENDED to add three additional days of cleaning for a total 
of five days of cleaning for the Police / Fire Training Center to the janitorial services contract 
with Clean Care of Oak Park at a monthly cost of $1,728.75 or $20,745 per year.  
 

ITEMS TAKEN OUT OF ORDER 

E-8 Authorization to Participate in the Troy School District Auction 
 
Resolution #2002-09-532 
Moved by Beltramini  
Seconded by Pallotta  
 
RESOLVED, That authorization is hereby GRANTED to participate in the Troy School District’s 
auction to sell out-of-service equipment at the Big Beaver School in October 2002, using the 
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City of Troy’s awarded auctioneer, Mid-Thumb Auctioneers SVC, L.L.C. (Resolution #2001-03-
160-E-9) with the exception of functional cellular phones which are to be reprogrammed for 911 
and donated to the Senior Citizen Center. 
 
Yes: All-7   

E-15 Abstention on Woodside Baptist Church PUD 
 
Resolution #2002-09-533 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Howrylak 
 
WHEREAS, On September 9, 2002, the Troy City Council held a hearing on the Preliminary 
Planned Unit Development Review – Woodside Bible Church (formerly Troy Baptist Church) 
Planned Unit Development (PUD), Located on the East Side of Rochester Road – North of 
Square Lake Road and South of South Boulevard – Section 2, and passed Resolution #2002-
09-503, which was voted with the abstention of Councilwoman Broomfield; and  
 
WHEREAS, After review of the Troy City Charter, Section 4.7 (C), it is conceivable that 
someone could declare the above referenced resolution was null and void, since it conflicted 
with the City Charter; and 
 
WHEREAS, It is also conceivable that someone could make the accusation of misconduct in 
office, due to the abstention; and  
 
WHEREAS, The Troy City Council desires to CONFIRM its earlier resolution to avoid any 
potential future challenges;  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS RESOLVED, That the Troy City Council confirms Resolution #2002-
09-503, which states:  

 
RESOLVED, That the Preliminary Plan for a Planned Unit Development, pursuant to 
Section 35.60.01, as requested by the Robertson Brothers Co. and Woodside Bible 
Church, for the Woodside Bible Church/Northwyck Planned Unit Development (FKA 
Troy Baptist PUD), located on the east side of Rochester Road and south of South 
Boulevard, located in Section 2, within the R-1D zoning district, being 89.83 acres in 
size, is hereby APPROVED; 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the proposed PUD qualifies under the standards set forth 
in Section 35.30.00; 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the proposed mix of uses, in particular the environmental 
assets of the site, are appropriate and in keeping with the intent of Section 35.10.00; 
 
FURTHER RESOLVED, That the overall residential density is consistent with the City’s 
Future Land Use Plan; 
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FURTHER RESOLVED, That the proposed Preliminary Plan demonstrates that the 
General Development Standards, set forth in Section 35.40.00, and the Standards for 
Approval, set forth in Section 35.70.00, have been met; 
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the recommendation is subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

1. The Preliminary Plan consists of a transmittal letter dated August 26, 2002, 
accompanying a document dated July 12, 2002, the document containing narratives, 
reduced plans, and full size plans: 
 
L1 Overall Landscape Plan, 08/14/02 
L2 Village at Northwyck Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
L3 Woods at Northwyck Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
L4 Woods at Northwyck Clubhouse Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
L5 Clubhouse Elevations Plan, 07/12/02 
L6 Typical Unit Landscape Plan, 07/12/02 
L7 Landscape Details Plan, 07/12/02 
L8 Entry Elevation Plan, 07/12/02 
L9 Cross-Sections Plan, 07/12/02 
L10 Tree Preservation Plan, 07/1202 
GWE 1 of 11 Preliminary Site Plan Cover, 07/12/02 
GWE 2 of 11 Land Use/General Development Map, 07/12/02 
GWE 3 of 11 Natural Features Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 4 of 11 Tree Inventory Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 5 of 11 Storm Drainage Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 6 of 11 Utility Layout Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 7 of 11 100 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 8 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 9 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 10 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02 
GWE 11 of 11 50 Scale Site Plan, 07/12/02. 

 
2. The fence detail along the southern boundary shall be consistent with the northern 

boundary and scale back length to 50 feet to the east beyond the last unit of Rochester 
Villas.  

3. That a note be provided on the plans stating the wooden fence along the northern 
property line will be adequately maintained in the future. 

4. That fire hydrants shall be indicated on the Final Plans. 
 
 
 
Yes: All-7 
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REGULAR BUSINESS 

F-1 Appointments to Boards and Committees: Mayoral Appointments: None and 
Council Appointments: (a) Advisory Committee for Persons w/Disabilities; (b) 
Animal Control Appeal Board; (c) CATV Advisory Committee; (d) Ethnic 
Community Issues Advisory Committee; (e) Historic District Commission; (f) Parks 
and Recreation Board; (g) Planning Commission; (h) Traffic Committee; and (i) 
Troy Daze 

 
Resolution #2002-09-534 
Moved by Howrylak  
Seconded by Pallotta  
 
RESOLVED, That the following persons are hereby APPOINTED by the City Council to serve 
on the Boards and Committees as indicated: 
 
Mayoral Appointments with Council Approval: 
 
None 
 
Council Appointments: 
 
(a) Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities 
 
Nada Raheb     Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(d) Ethnic Community Issues Advisory Committee 
 
Anju C. Brodbine    Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
(e) Historic District Commission 
 
Ann Partlan     Term Expires 03-01-2005 
 
(f) Parks and Recreation Board 
 
Ida Edmunds                         School Rep Term Expires 07-31-2003   
 
Douglas M. Bordas                        Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
Meaghan Kovacs    Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
(i) Troy Daze 
 
 Jessica Zablocki    Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
Yes: All-7   
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Appointments Carried-Over as Item F-1 on the Next Regular City Council Meeting 
Agenda Scheduled for October 7, 2002: 
 
Mayoral Appointments with Council Approval: 
 
None 
 
Council Appointments: 
 
(a) Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(b) Animal Control Appeal Board 
 
                                          Unexpired Term Expires 09-30-2003 
 
(c) CATV Advisory Board 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 
(d) Ethnic Community Issues Advisory Committee 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
         Term Expires 09-30-2005 
 
(g) Planning Commission 
 
         Student Term Expires 07-01-2003 
 

F-2 Closed Session – No Closed Session Requested 
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F-4 Resolution Opposing Fix-it-First, Position Paper Ratified by MOSES (Metropolitan 
Organizing Strategy Enabling Strength) 

 
Resolution #2002-09-535 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Lambert  
 
WHEREAS, The City of Troy is in OPPOSITION to the “Fix-it-First” policy ratified by the 
Metropolitan Organizing Strategy Enabling Strength (MOSES) and the Michigan Suburbs 
Alliance (MSA). 
 
WHEREAS, The MSA and MOSES will be calling on all candidates for the Office of Governor, 
State of Michigan, State Representatives and U.S. Senate to commit to supporting enactment 
and implementation of a “Fix-it First” policy which contains the following elements: 
 

1. 90% of all state infrastructure spending shall be dedicated to repairing,  
    rebuilding and maintaining existing roads, bridges, sewerage systems   
    and water systems in Michigan. 
 
2.  Establishment of a mechanism to ensure all new commercial and  
     residential developments in the State of Michigan pay 100% of the costs  
     of any new road building or water or sewer service extensions required  
     by such development. 
 
3.  Creation of Priority Development Areas that focus economic development  
     activities, such as infrastructure enhancements and investment incentives,  
     on established Metro Detroit cities. 

 
WHEREAS, The proposed policy will reduce spending on new roads and capacity 
improvements by 60% of what is existing; and 
 
WHEREAS, This policy will adversely affect the progress of several much needed roadway and 
freeway improvement projects within the City and Oakland County. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Troy City Council opposes the “Fix-it-First” 
policy. 
 
BE IT ALSO RESOLVED, That the Troy City Council ENCOURAGES candidates for the Office 
of Governor, all candidates for State Representatives, State Senate, U.S. House of 
Representatives, and U.S. Senate to OPPOSE the proposed “Fix-it-First” policy.           
 
BE IT FINALLY RESOLVED, That the City Clerk send a copy of this resolution to all cities that 
have representation in MOSES and MSA, MDOT, Oakland County Executive L. Brooks 
Patterson, Senator Shirley Johnson and Representative John Pappageorge. 
 
Yes: Lambert, Pallotta, Pryor, Beltramini, Broomfield, Eisenbacher  
No: Howrylak  
 
MOTION CARRIED 
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F-5 Precinct 19 Polling Place Relocation 
 
Resolution #2002-09-536 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Howrylak  
 
RESOLVED, That the City of Troy Precinct Number 19 polling location be CHANGED from 
Fellowship United Methodist Church – 4050 Coolidge, to North Hills Christian Church – 3150 
North Adams. 
 
Yes: All-7  

F-6 Resolution Authorizing the Issuance of $14,500,000 General Obligation Unlimited 
Tax Bonds (Public Safety Facilities and City Hall) 

 
Resolution #2002-09-537 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Beltramini  
 
WHEREAS, The City Council (the “City Council”) and the electors of the City have determined 
that it is necessary to acquire, construct and equip new public safety facilities for police and fire 
department services and the sites therefore, and to renovate, reconstruct and equip the City 
Hall Building and appurtenant facilities and all costs related thereto (the “Improvements”); and 
 
WHEREAS, the cost of the Improvements is estimated to be Fifteen Million Seven Hundred 
Thirty Five Thousand Three Hundred Forty and 00/100 Dollars ($15,735,340.00); and 
 
WHEREAS, to finance the cost of the Improvements, as well as related legal and financing 
costs and contingencies related thereto, the City Council deems it necessary to borrow the sum 
of not to exceed Fourteen Million Five Hundred Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($14,500,000.00) 
and to issue general obligation unlimited tax bonds of the City therefore, as authorized by the 
provisions of Act 279, Public Acts of Michigan, 1909, as amended (“Act 279”), the City Charter 
of the City and the affirmative vote of the electors of the City at a general election held on 
April 5, 1999; and 
 
WHEREAS, prior to issuance of the bonds the City must file an audit report and a qualifying 
statement with the Michigan Department of Treasury (“Treasury”) or receive prior written 
approval to issue a municipal security as provided in Part III, Section 303 of the Revised 
Municipal Finance Act, Act 34, Public Acts of Michigan, 2001 (“Act 34”). 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That 
APPROVAL OF PLANS AND ESTIMATES OF COSTS:  The plans and estimates of cost of the 
Improvements on file with the Assistant City Manager/Finance are hereby APPROVED and 
adopted. 
 
PERIOD OF USEFULNESS:  The period of usefulness of the Improvements, estimated to be 
not less than twenty (20) years, is hereby APPROVED and ADOPTED. 
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AUTHORIZATION OF BONDS – PURPOSE:  Bonds of the City, aggregating the principal sum 
of not to exceed Fourteen Million Five Hundred Thousand and 00/100 Dollars ($14,500,000) 
(the “Bonds”) shall be issued and sold, pursuant to the provisions of Act 279 and Act 34, for the 
purpose of defraying the cost of the Improvements and the costs incident thereto and incident to 
the issuance of said Bonds. 
 
BOND DETAILS:  The Bonds shall be designated CITY OF TROY, GENERAL OBLIGATION 
UNLIMITED TAX BONDS, SERIES 2002 (PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES AND CITY HALL); 
shall be dated as of November 1, 2002, or such other date as shall be APPROVED by the City 
Council at the time of sale; shall be numbered from 1 upwards, shall be fully registered; shall 
be in denominations of $5,000 each or any integral multiple thereof not exceeding the 
aggregate principal amount for each maturity at the option of the purchaser thereof; shall bear 
interest at a rate or rates not exceeding 8% per annum, to be determined upon the sale thereof 
first payable on April 1, 2003 and semiannually thereafter on the first days of April and October 
in each year, or on such other dates as shall be APPROVED by the City Council at the time of 
sale; and shall mature on October 1 in each year as follows: 
 

Year Amount Year Amount 
2003 500,000 2012 1,000,000 
2004 500,000 2013 1,000,000 
2005 500,000 2014 1,000,000 
2006 500,000 2015 1,100,000 
2007 500,000 2016 1,100,000 
2008 500,000 2017 1,000,000 
2009 500,000 2018 1,100,000 
2010 500,000 2019 1,100,000 
2011 1,000,000 2020 1,100,000 

 
BOND REGISTRAR, PAYING AGENT AND TRANSFER AGENT:  The City Manager or the 
Assistant City Manager/Finance are each authorized to designate, and may enter into an 
agreement with, Standard Federal-Corporate and Institutional Trust, a division of LaSalle Bank 
National Association, Troy, Michigan as bond registrar, paying agent and transfer agent (the 
“Transfer Agent”) for the Bonds.  From time to time as required, the City Manager or the 
Assistant City Manager/Finance may designate a similarly qualified successor Transfer Agent 
which shall be a bank or trust company located in the State of Michigan which is qualified to act 
in such capacity under the laws of the United States of America or the State of Michigan. 
 
PAYMENT OF PRINCIPAL AND INTEREST:  The principal of and interest on the Bonds shall 
be payable in lawful money of the United States.  Principal shall be payable upon presentation 
and surrender of the Bonds to the Transfer Agent as they severally mature.  Interest shall be 
payable commencing on April 1, 2003, and semiannually thereafter, or such interest payment 
dates as provided in the resolution of the City Council authorizing the sale of the Bonds, by 
check or draft mailed by the Transfer Agent to the person or entity which is, as of the 15th day 
of the month preceding the interest payment date, the registered owner at the registered 
address as shown on the registration books maintained by the Transfer Agent.  The date of 
determination of registered owner for purposes of payment of interest as provided in this 
paragraph may be changed by the City to conform to market practice in the future.  
Notwithstanding the foregoing, if the Bonds are held in book-entry-only form by DTC (as 
hereinafter defined), payment shall be made in the manner prescribed by DTC. 
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PRIOR REDEMPTION: The Bonds are subject to redemption prior to maturity at the times and 
prices and in the manner set forth in the Bond Form in Section 15 of this resolution. 
 
Unless waived by any registered owner of Bonds to be redeemed, official notice of redemption 
shall be given by the Transfer Agent on behalf of the City.  Such notice shall be dated and shall 
contain at a minimum the following information: original issue date; maturity dates; interest 
rates; CUSIP numbers, if any; certificate numbers, and in the case of partial redemption, the 
called amounts of each certificate; the redemption date; the redemption price or premium; the 
place where Bonds called for redemption are to be surrendered for payment; and shall state 
that interest on Bonds or portions thereof called for redemption shall cease to accrue from and 
after the redemption date. 
 
In addition, further notice shall be given by the Transfer Agent in such manner as may be 
required or suggested by regulations or market practice at the applicable time, but no defect in 
such further notice nor any failure to give all or any portion of such further notice shall in any 
manner defeat the effectiveness of a call for redemption if notice thereof is given as prescribed 
herein. 
 
BOOK-ENTRY SYSTEM:  Initially, one fully-registered bond for each maturity of the Bonds, in 
the aggregate amount of such maturity, shall be issued in the name of Cede & Co., as nominee 
of The Depository Trust Company (“DTC”) for the benefit of other parties (the “Participants”) in 
the book-entry-only transfer system of DTC.  In the event the City determines that it is in the 
best interest of the City not to continue the book-entry system of transfer or that the interests of 
the holders of the Bonds might be adversely affected if the book-entry system of transfer is 
continued, the City may notify DTC and the Transfer Agent, whereupon DTC will notify the 
Participants of the availability through DTC of bond certificates.  In such event, the Transfer 
Agent shall deliver, transfer and exchange bond certificates as requested by DTC and any 
Participant or “beneficial owner” in appropriate amounts in accordance with this resolution.  
DTC may determine to discontinue providing its services with respect to the Bonds at any time 
by giving notice to the City and the Transfer Agent and discharging its responsibilities with 
respect thereto under applicable law or the City may determine that DTC is incapable of 
discharging its duties and may so advise DTC.  In either such event, the City shall use 
reasonable efforts to locate another securities depository.  Under such circumstances (if there 
is no successor securities depository), the City and the Transfer Agent shall be obligated to 
delivery bond certificates in accordance with the procedures established by this resolution.  In 
the event bond certificates are issued, the provisions of this resolution shall apply to, among 
other things, the transfer and exchange of such certificates and the method of payment of 
principal of and interest on such certificates.  Whenever DTC requests the City and the 
Transfer Agent to do so, the City and the Transfer Agent shall cooperate with DTC in taking 
appropriate action after reasonable notice to make available one or more separate certificates 
evidencing the Bonds to any Participant having Bonds certified to its DTC account or to arrange 
for another securities depository to maintain custody of certificates evidencing the Bonds. 
 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this resolution to the contrary, so long as any bond is 
registered in the name of Cede & Co., as nominee of DTC, all payments with respect to the 
principal of and interest on the Bonds and all notices with respect to the Bonds shall be made 
and given, respectively, to DTC as provided in the Letter of Representations relating to the 
Bonds among DTC, the City and the Transfer Agent.  The City Manager or the Assistant City 
Manager/Finance are each authorized to sign the Letter of Representations on behalf of the 
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City in such form as the City Manager or the Assistant City Manager/Finance deems necessary 
or appropriate in order to accomplish the issuance of the Bonds in accordance with law and this 
resolution. 
 
EXECUTION, AUTHENTICATION AND DELIVERY OF BONDS:  The Bonds shall be executed 
in the name of the City with the manual or facsimile signatures of the Mayor and the City Clerk, 
shall have the City's seal or a facsimile thereof printed or affixed on them, and shall be 
authenticated by the manual signature of an authorized representative of the Transfer Agent.  
The Bonds shall be delivered to the Transfer Agent for authentication and shall be delivered by 
the Transfer Agent to the purchaser in accordance with instructions from the City Manager or 
the Assistant City Manager/Finance upon receipt of the purchase price for the Bonds in 
accordance with the bid therefore when accepted.  Executed blank bonds for registration and 
issuance to transferees may simultaneously, and from time to time thereafter as necessary, be 
delivered to the Transfer Agent for safekeeping.  The Transfer Agent shall indicate on each 
Bond the date of its authentication. 
 
EXCHANGE AND TRANSFER OF BONDS:  Any Bond, upon surrender thereof to the Transfer 
Agent with a written instrument of transfer satisfactory to the Transfer Agent duly executed by 
the registered owner or his duly authorized attorney, at the option of the registered owner 
thereof, may be exchanged for a Bond or Bonds of any other authorized denomination of the 
same aggregate principal amount and maturity date and bearing the same rate of interest as 
the surrendered Bond. 
 
Each Bond shall be transferable only upon the books of the City, which shall be kept for that 
purpose by the Transfer Agent, upon surrender of such Bond together with a written instrument 
of transfer satisfactory to the Transfer Agent duly executed by the registered owner or his duly 
authorized attorney. 
 
Upon the exchange or transfer of any Bond, the Transfer Agent on behalf of the City shall 
cancel the surrendered Bond and shall authenticate and deliver to the transferee a new Bond 
or Bonds of any authorized denomination of the same aggregate principal amount and maturity 
date and bearing the same rate of interest as the surrendered Bond.  If, at the time the 
Transfer Agent authenticates and delivers a new Bond pursuant to this section, payment of 
interest on the Bonds is in default, the Transfer Agent shall endorse upon the new Bond the 
following: “Payment of interest on this bond is in default.  The last date to which interest has 
been paid is ___________________.” 
 
The City and the Transfer Agent may deem and treat the person in whose name any Bond 
shall be registered upon the books of the City as the absolute owner of such Bond, whether 
such Bond shall be overdue or not, for the purpose of receiving payment of the principal of and 
interest on such Bond and for all other purposes, and all payments made to any such 
registered owner, or upon his order, in accordance with the provision of Section 6 of this 
resolution shall be valid and effectual to satisfy and discharge the liability upon such Bond to 
the extent of the sum or sums so paid, and neither the City nor the Transfer Agent shall be 
affected by any notice to the contrary.  The City agrees to indemnify and save the Transfer 
Agent harmless from and against any and all loss, cost, charge, expense, judgment or liability 
incurred by it, acting in good faith and without negligence hereunder, in so treating such 
registered owner. 
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For every exchange or transfer of Bonds, the City or the Transfer Agent may make a charge 
sufficient to reimburse it for any tax, fee or other governmental charge required to be paid with 
respect to such exchange or transfer, which sum or sums shall be paid by the person 
requesting such exchange or transfer as a condition precedent to the exercise of the privilege 
of making such exchange or transfer. 
 
SECURITY: The full faith and credit of the City are hereby pledged to the payment of the 
principal of and interest on the Bonds.  There shall be levied upon all taxable property in the 
City upon the tax roll of the year 2003 and upon the tax roll of each year thereafter while any of 
the Bonds shall be outstanding, an amount such that the estimated collection therefrom will be 
sufficient to pay promptly at maturity the principal and interest maturing on the Bonds prior to 
the time of the following year's tax collections.  Taxes required to be levied to pay principal of 
and interest on the Bonds shall be levied without limitation as to rate or amount. 
 
DEBT RETIREMENT FUND: There shall be established and maintained a separate fund to be 
designated the Series 2003 Bonds (Public Safety Facilities and City Hall) Debt Retirement 
Fund for the Bonds (the “Debt Retirement Fund”).  The proceeds of the taxes (both current and 
delinquent) to be used to pay the principal and interest on the Bonds when due, shall be 
deposited as collected in the Debt Retirement Fund.  The City Manager or the Assistant City 
Manager/Finance shall transfer moneys in the Debt Retirement Fund to the Transfer Agent for 
the Bonds as necessary for the payment of the principal of and interest on the Bonds as the 
same shall become due.  So long as the principal or interest on the Bonds remains unpaid, no 
moneys shall be withdrawn from such fund except to pay such principal and interest or to pay 
from any investment earnings on such fund the fees and expenses of the Transfer Agent.  
There shall also be set aside in the Debt Retirement Fund, from the proceeds of the sale of the 
Bonds, any premium and accrued interest received from the purchaser at the time of delivery of 
the Bonds. 
 
CONSTRUCTION FUND:  The City Manager or the Assistant City Manager/Finance is further 
directed to establish a separate account, to be designated Series 2003 Bonds (Public Safety 
Facilities and City Hall) Construction Fund (the “Construction Fund”) into which the proceeds of 
the Bonds, less accrued interest and premium, if any, shall be deposited, which account shall 
be used to pay the costs of the Improvements and the costs of issuance incurred with respect 
to the Bonds.  Proceeds remaining in the Construction Fund after completion of the 
Improvements and payment of the costs of issuance of the Bonds shall be applied as permitted 
by law. 
 
DEFEASANCE:  In the event cash or direct obligations of the United States or obligations the 
principal of and interest on which are guaranteed by the United States, or a combination 
thereof, the principal and interest on which, without reinvestment, come due at times and in 
amounts sufficient to pay, at maturity or irrevocable call for earlier optional redemption, the 
principal of, premium, if any, and interest on the Bonds, shall have been deposited in trust, this 
resolution shall be defeased and the owners of the Bonds shall have no further rights under 
this resolution except to receive payment of the principal of, premium, if any, and interest on 
the Bonds from the cash or securities deposited in trust and the interest and gains thereon and 
to transfer and exchange Bonds as provided herein. 
FORM OF BONDS:  The Bonds shall be in substantially the following form: 
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[DTC LEGEND] 
 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 
STATE OF MICHIGAN 
COUNTY OF OAKLAND 
 
CITY OF TROY 
GENERAL OBLIGATION UNLIMITED TAX BONDS, SERIES 2002 
(PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES AND CITY HALL) 
 
R-_____ 
 
$______________________ 
 
 

 Maturity Date of  
Interest Rate Date Original Issue CUSIP 
    

 
Registered Owner: 
 
Principal Amount: 
The City of Troy, County of Oakland, State of Michigan (the “City”), for value received, hereby 
promises to pay to the Registered Owner specified above, or registered assigns, the Principal 
Amount specified above, in lawful money of the United States of America, on the Maturity Date 
specified above, with interest thereon from the Date of Original Issue specified above or such 
later date to which interest has been paid, until paid, at the Interest Rate per annum specified 
above, first payable on April 1, 2003, and semiannually thereafter.  Principal of this bond is 
payable at the designated office of Standard Federal-Corporate and Institutional Trust, a division 
of LaSalle Bank National Association, Troy, Michigan or such other Transfer Agent as the City 
may hereafter designate by notice mailed to the registered owner hereof not less than sixty (60) 
days prior to any interest payment date.  Interest on this bond is payable to the registered owner 
of record as of the fifteenth (15th) day of the month preceding the interest payment date as 
shown on the registration books of the City maintained by the Transfer Agent, by check or draft 
mailed to the registered owner at the registered address. 
 
This bond is one of a series of bonds of even original issue date and like tenor, aggregating the 
principal sum of $14,500,000, issued for the purpose of defraying the costs of acquiring, 
constructing and equipping new public safety facilities for police and fire department services and 
the sites therefore and the renovation, reconstruction and equipping of the City Hall Building and 
appurtenant facilities and all costs related thereto as well as the costs incident to the issuance of 
the bonds, in accordance with resolutions duly and regularly adopted by the City Council of said 
City (said resolutions herein collectively referred to as the “Resolution”), and pursuant to and in 
full conformity with the Constitution and Statutes of Michigan including the provisions of Act 279, 
Public Acts of Michigan, 1909, as amended, Act 34, Public Acts of Michigan, 2001, as amended, 
the City Charter of the City and the affirmative vote of the electors of the City at a general election 
held on April 5, 1999.  The full faith and credit of the City are hereby pledged for the prompt 
payment of the principal of and interest on this bond.  The City is required to levy annually ad 
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valorem taxes, without limitation as to rate or amount, to pay such principal and interest, as the 
same shall become due. 
 
This bond is transferable, as provided in the Resolution, only upon the books of the City kept for 
that purpose by the Transfer Agent, by the registered owner hereof in person, or by the registered 
owner's attorney duly authorized in writing, upon the surrender of this bond together with a written 
instrument of transfer satisfactory to the Transfer Agent duly executed by the registered owner or 
the registered owner's attorney duly authorized in writing.  Upon the exchange or transfer of this 
bond, a new bond or bonds of any authorized denomination, in the same aggregate principal 
amount and of the same interest rate and maturity, shall be authenticated and delivered to the 
transferee in exchange therefore as provided in the Resolution authorizing the bonds of this 
issue, and upon the payment of the charges, if any, therein provided.  Bonds so authenticated 
and delivered shall be in the denomination of $5,000 or any integral multiple thereof not 
exceeding the aggregate principal amount for each maturity. 
 
The Transfer Agent shall not be required to transfer or exchange bonds or portions of bonds 
which have been selected for redemption. 
 
Bonds maturing prior to October 1, 2012, are not subject to redemption prior to maturity.  Bonds 
maturing on or after October 1, 2012, are subject to redemption prior to maturity, at the option of 
the City, in such order as shall be determined by the City, on any one or more interest payment 
dates on or after October 1, 2011.  The redemption price shall be the principal amount of the 
bond or portion of the bond called to be redeemed plus accrued interest to the date fixed for 
redemption, plus a premium, as follows: 
 
½% of the principal amount of each bond called for redemption on or after October 1, 2011, but 
prior to October 1, 2013. 
 
No premium shall be paid on bonds or portions thereof called for redemption on or after October 
1, 2013. 
 
Bonds of a denomination greater than $5,000 may be partially redeemed in the amount of $5,000 
or any integral multiple thereof.  If less than all of the bonds maturing in any year are to be 
redeemed, the bonds or portions of bonds to be redeemed shall be selected by lot.  In case less 
than the full amount of an outstanding bond is called for redemption, the Transfer Agent, upon 
presentation of the bond called for redemption, shall register, authenticate and deliver to the 
registered owner of record a new bond in the principal amount of the portion of the original bond 
not called for in the redemption. 
 
Notice of redemption shall be given to the registered owners of bonds or portions thereof called 
for redemption by mailing of such notice not less than thirty (30) nor more than sixty (60) days 
prior to the date fixed for redemption to the registered address of the registered owner of record.  
Bonds or portions of bonds so called for redemption shall not bear interest on and after the date 
fixed for redemption, provided funds are on hand with the Transfer Agent to redeem said bonds. 
It is hereby certified, recited and declared that all acts, conditions and things required to exist, 
happen and be performed precedent to and in the issuance of the bonds of this series, in order to 
make them valid and binding obligations of the City, existed, have happened and have been 
performed in regular and due form and manner as required by law, and that the total 
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indebtedness of the City, including the series of bonds of which this is one, does not exceed any 
constitutional, statutory or charter limitation. 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the City of Troy, County of Oakland, State of Michigan, by its City 
Council, has caused this bond to be executed in its name by the original or facsimile signatures of 
its Mayor and its City Clerk and its corporate seal (or a facsimile thereof) to be impressed or 
imprinted hereon, all as of the Date of Original Issue. This bond shall not be valid or obligatory for 
any purpose unless the Certificate of Authentication has been manually executed by an 
authorized representative of the Transfer Agent. 
 
CITY OF TROY 
 
 
By:______________________________ 
Its: Mayor 
 
CITY OF TROY 
  
        And: 
      [Seal] 
 
By:______________________________ 
Its: City Clerk 
[FORM OF CERTIFICATE OF AUTHENTICATION] 
 
 Certificate of Authentication 
 
 This bond is one of the bonds described in the within mentioned Resolution. 
 
Standard Federal- Corporate and Institutional Trust, 
 a division of LaSalle Bank National Association 
Transfer Agent 
 
 
By:         
 Authorized Representative 
 
 
Date of Authentication:      
 
 
[FORM OF ASSIGNMENT] 
   
 For value received, the undersigned hereby sells, assigns and transfers unto  
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
 
_______________________________________________________________________ 
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(please print or type name, address and taxpayer identification number of transferee) the within 
bond and all rights thereunder and does hereby irrevocably constitute and appoint  
 
 
________ attorney to transfer the within bond on the books kept for registration thereof, with full 
power of substitution in the premises. 
 
Dated:____________________________  
 
Signature Guaranteed:______________________________________  
 
 Signature(s) must be guaranteed by an eligible guarantor institution participating in a 
Securities Transfer Association recognized signature guarantee program. 
 
END OF BOND FORM 
 
REPLACEMENT OF BONDS.  Upon receipt by the City of proof of ownership of an unmatured 
Bond, of satisfactory evidence that the Bond has been lost, apparently destroyed or wrongfully 
taken and of security or indemnity that complies with applicable law and is satisfactory to the 
City, the City may authorize the Transfer Agent to deliver a new executed Bond to replace the 
Bond lost, apparently destroyed or wrongfully taken in compliance with applicable law.  In the 
event an outstanding matured Bond is lost, apparently destroyed or wrongfully taken, the City 
may authorize the Transfer Agent to pay the Bond without presentation upon the receipt of the 
same documentation required for the delivery of a replacement bond.  The Transfer Agent, for 
each new Bond delivered or paid without presentation as provided above, shall require the 
payment of expenses, including counsel fees, which may be incurred by the Transfer Agent 
and the City for each new Bond delivered or paid without presentation as provided above.  Any 
Bond delivered pursuant to the provisions of this Section 16 in lieu of any Bond lost, apparently 
destroyed or wrongfully taken shall be of the same form and tenor and be secured in the same 
manner as the Bond in substitution for which such Bond was delivered. 
 
TAX COVENANT:  The City covenants, to the extent permitted by law, to comply with all 
requirements of and to take all actions within its control necessary to assure that the interest on 
the Bonds will be and will remain excludable from gross income for federal income tax 
purposes (as opposed to any alternative minimum or other indirect taxation) under the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended (the “Code”), including, but not limited to, actions relating 
to any required rebate of arbitrage earnings and the expenditure and investment of Bond 
proceeds and moneys deemed to be Bond proceeds.  The City Manager and/or the Assistant 
City Manager/Finance and other appropriate City officials are authorized to do all things 
necessary (including the making of such covenants of the City as shall be appropriate) to 
assure that the interest on the Bonds will be and will remain excludable from gross income for 
federal income tax purposes.  The Bonds of this series are not designated as “qualified tax 
exempt obligations” for purposes of deduction of interest expense by financial institutions.  
 
APPROVAL OF DEPARTMENT OF TREASURY:  The City Manager or the Assistant City 
Manager/Finance are authorized to file an audit report and qualifying statement with Treasury 
or to file a request to receive prior written approval to issue a municipal security as provided in 
Act 34 and to pay the related fee upon issuance of the Bonds.  The City Manager or the 
Assistant City Manager/Finance further are authorized to apply for such additional approvals or 
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waivers from Treasury and to file all documents as may be necessary or advisable to 
accomplish the issuance and sale of the Bonds and to comply with the requirements of Act 34. 
 
OFFICIAL STATEMENT:  The City Manager or the Assistant City Manager/Finance is 
authorized to cause the preparation of an official statement for the Bonds for the purpose of 
enabling compliance with Rule 15c2-12 issued under the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as 
amended (the “Rule”) and to do all other things necessary to enable compliance with the Rule.  
After the award of the Bonds, the City will provide copies of a “final official statement” (as 
defined in paragraph (e)(3) of the Rule) on a timely basis and in reasonable quantity as 
requested by the purchaser to enable the purchaser of the Bonds to comply with paragraph 
(b)(4) of the Rule and the rules of the Municipal Securities Rulemaking Board. 
CONTINUING DISCLOSURE:  The City Manager or the Assistant City Manager/Finance is 
hereby authorized to execute a certificate of the City to comply with the continuing disclosure 
undertaking of the City with respect to the Bonds pursuant to paragraph (b)(5) of the Rule, and 
amendments to such certificate from time to time in accordance with the terms of such 
certificate (the certificate and any amendments thereto are collectively referred to herein as the 
“Continuing Disclosure Certificate”).  The City hereby covenants and agrees that it will comply 
with and carry out all of the provisions of the Continuing Disclosure Certificate. 
 
PUBLICATION OF NOTICE:  An Official Notice of Sale for the public sale of the Bonds to the 
bidder whose bid produces the lowest true interest cost to the City, computed by determining 
the single interest rate (compounded on April 1, 2003 and semi-annually thereafter) necessary 
to discount the debt service payments on the bonds from their respective payment dates to (the 
date of issuance of the bonds or ____________________, 2002), in an amount equal to the 
price bid, excluding accrued interest.  The Official Notice of Sale shall be in the form prescribed 
by the City Manager or the Assistant City Manager/Finance, with such changes or additions 
thereto as shall be deemed necessary, shall be published in The Bond Buyer of New York, 
New York (the “Notice”), which Notice as published shall be evidence of any revisions to final 
Bond terms as permitted in this resolution. 
 
SALE OF BONDS:  The City shall receive bids for the Bonds in accordance with the Notice 
APPROVED by the City Manager or the Assistant City Manager/Finance, award sale of the 
Bonds to the successful bidder determined in accordance with this resolution, and take all further 
necessary steps to issue and deliver the Bonds, including but not limited to, the execution of a 
resolution awarding the Bonds to the purchaser whose bid is determined to produce the lowest 
true interest cost to the City determined as provided in Section 21 of this resolution. 
 
COMPLIANCE WITH REIMBURSEMENT RULES:  The City intends at this time to state its 
intention to be reimbursed from proceeds of the Bonds for any expenditures undertaken by the 
City for the Improvements prior to the issuance of the Bonds and hereby makes the following 
declarations for the purpose of complying with the reimbursement rules of Treasury Regulation 
§1.150-2 pursuant to the Code: 
 
As of the date hereof, the City reasonably expects to reimburse the City for the expenditures 
described in (b) below with proceeds of bonds to be issued by the City. 
 
The expenditures described in this paragraph (b) are for the costs of acquiring, constructing, 
equipping and installing the Improvements described in the preamble to this resolution together 
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with the sites therefore and all necessary appurtenances and attachments thereto which were 
or will be paid subsequent to sixty (60) days prior to the date hereof. 
 
The maximum principal amount of bonds expected to be issued for the Improvements, 
including issuance costs, is not to exceed $14,500,000. 
 
A reimbursement allocation of the expenditures described in (b) above with the proceeds of the 
borrowing described herein will occur not later than 18 months after the later of (i) the date on 
which the expenditure is paid, or (ii) the date the Improvements are placed in service or 
abandoned, but in no event more than three (3) years after the original expenditure is paid.  A 
reimbursement allocation is an allocation in writing that evidences the City’s use of the 
proceeds of the debt to be issued for the Improvements to reimburse the City for a capital 
expenditure made pursuant to this resolution. 
 
The expenditures described in (b) above are “capital expenditures” as defined in Treas. Reg. 
§1.150 (b), which are any costs of a type which are properly chargeable to a capital account (or 
would be so chargeable with a proper election or with the application of the definition of placed 
in service under Treas. Reg. §1.150-2(c) under general federal income tax principles (as 
determined at the time the expenditure is paid). 
 
No proceeds of the borrowing paid to the City as reimbursement pursuant to this resolution will 
be used in a manner described in Treas. Reg. §1.150-2(h) with respect to abusive uses of such 
proceeds, including, but not limited to, using funds corresponding to the proceeds of the 
borrowing in a manner that results in the creation of replacement proceeds (within Treas. Reg. 
§1.148-1) within one year of the reimbursement allocation described in (d) above. 
 
Expenditures for the Improvements to be reimbursed from the proceeds of the borrowing for 
purposes of this resolution do not include: (i) costs for the issuance of the debt or (ii) amounts 
not in excess of the lesser of $100,000 or 5 percent of the proceeds of the borrowing, or (iii) 
preliminary expenditures not exceeding twenty (20%) percent of the issue price of the bond 
issue or issues reasonably expected by the City to finance the Improvements for which the 
preliminary expenditures may be incurred, within the meaning of Treas. Reg. §1.150-2(f) (such 
preliminary expenditures include architectural, engineering, surveying, soil testing and similar 
costs incurred prior to construction of the Improvements, but do not include land acquisition, 
site preparation, and  similar costs incident to commencement of construction). 
 
APPOINTMENTS:  The following are hereby appointed to act in the following capacities with 
respect to the Bonds: 
 
(a) Bond Counsel - Miro Weiner & Kramer, Bloomfield Hills, Michigan. 
(b) Financial Advisor: - Bendzinski & Co., Detroit, Michigan. 
 
CONFLICTING RESOLUTIONS:  All resolutions and parts of resolutions insofar as they conflict 
with the provisions of this resolution be and the same hereby are rescinded. 
 
Yes: All-7  
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F-7 Amendment #2 – Library Parking Lot Maintenance – Lacaria Construction – 
Concrete Replacement Contract 

 
Resolution #2002-09-538 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Lambert  
 
WHEREAS, A two-year contract with an option to renew for an additional two years to provide 
concrete pavement repair was awarded to the low bidder, Lacaria Construction, Inc., on April 8, 
2002, at an estimated cost of $553,002.56 for year 2002 and $541,669.75 for year 2003, and if 
changes in the quantity of work were required either additive or deductive, such changes were 
authorized in an amount not to exceed 25% of the total annual cost for each year (Resolution 
#2002-04-208-E-11); and 
 
WHEREAS, The contract established by the above resolution was amended on July 22, 2002, 
for work over the authorized 25% which included reallocation of work from 2003 to 2002 on 
New King, Corporate, Tower Drive, local roads in Sections 5, 8, and 10, and amended for an 
additional estimated cost of $122,913.00 (Resolution #2002-07-434); 
 
THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the contract established by Resolutions #2002-04-208-
E-11 and #2002-07-434 is hereby AMENDED a second time to provide for the work to be 
completed in the Troy Public Library parking lot at an estimated total cost of $42,913.00; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That authorization is hereby GRANTED for additional 
unforeseen work in an amount not to exceed 10% of the Troy Public Library parking lot project 
cost or $4,291.30. 
 
Yes: All-7  

F-9 City of Troy v. KAE Investment Company; Frank A. Bernabei; Dominic Bernabei; 
and Rosalie Bernabei Kehrig (Livernois Road Condemnation) 

 
Resolution #2002-09-539 
Moved by Pallotta  
Seconded by Broomfield  
 
RESOLVED, That the Consent Judgment Between the City of Troy and KAE Investment 
Company, et al is hereby APPROVED, and the City Attorney is authorized to execute the 
documents, and a copy is to be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yes: All-7  
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F-12 Proposed Joint Meeting with City Council and Chamber of Commerce - No action 
taken. 

 
COUNCIL COMMENTS/REFERRALS 

REPORTS AND COMMUNICATIONS 

G-1 Minutes – Boards and Committees: 
(a) Police and Fire Commission (Act 78)/Final – December 13, 2001 
(b) Advisory Committee for Persons with Disabilities/Final – June 5, 2002 
(c) Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens/Final – June 6, 2002 
(d) Election Commission/Final – July 1, 2002 
(e) Building Code Board of Appeals/Final – August 7, 2002 
(f) Library Advisory Board/Final – August 8, 2002 
(g) Historic District Commission/Draft – August 13, 2002 
(h) Employees’ Retirement System/Final – August 14, 2002 
(i) Building Code Board of Appeals/Draft – September 4, 2002 
(j) Advisory Committee for Senior Citizens/Draft – September 5, 2002 
(k) Election Commission/Draft – September 5, 2002 
(l) Employees’ Retirement System Board of Trustees/Draft – September 11, 2002 
(m) Library Advisory Board/Draft – September 12, 2002 

Noted and Filed 

G-2 Department Report 
(a) Building Permits Issued During August 2002 
(b) Monthly Financial Report – August 31, 2002 

Noted and Filed 

G-3 Announcement of Public Hearings: 
(a) Request for Commercial Vehicle Appeal – 2887 E. Wattles Road – Scheduled for 

October 7, 2002 
(b) Site Plan Approval (SP #883) – Medical Office Building – Southeast Corner of Livernois 

Avenue and South Boulevard – Section 3 – O-1 – Scheduled for October 7, 2002  
(c) Proposed Zoning Ordinance Text Amendment (ZOTA 194) – Articles 10.20.08 & 

34.60.00 – R-1A & R-1B Open Space Preservation – Scheduled for October 7, 2002 
Noted and Filed 

 
G-4 Proposed Proclamations/Resolutions from Other Organizations: None Received 
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G-5  Letters of Appreciation: 
(a) Letter from Troy School District to Chief Nelson, Troy Fire Department, Thank You for 

Troy School District Fire Safety Curriculum 
(b) Letter from Troy School District to Assistant Chief Roberts, Troy Fire Department, Thank 

You for Troy School District Fire Safety Curriculum 
(c) Letter from Troy School District to Captain Wood, Troy Fire Department, Thank You for 

Troy School District Fire Safety Curriculum 
(d) E-Mail from Kathy Czarnecki, Re: Resident Phone Call Recognizing Police Records 

Department for Their Efficiency and Friendliness in Servicing the Counter 
(e) Letter from Rosemary Ruppert to Troy Police Department Thanking the Police 

Department for Their Assistance When She Fell 
(f) Letter from Laura J. Nichols – Project Manger for the International Association of Chiefs 

of Police to Chief Craft Thanking Him for Hosting Their Project Safe Neighborhoods 
Training Held In Troy  

(g) Letter from Donna M. Sherwood – Macomb Community College to Wendell Moore 
Thanking Him for His Participation in Their Summer’s Field Study Class 

(h) Letter from Terry M. Nerbonne, Ph. D., Ferris State University to Chief Craft in 
Appreciation of the Troy Police Department’s Participation in the 2002 Ferris State 
University Criminal Justice Summer Internship Program  

(i) Letter from Lawrence W. Semple – Chief of Police-Harper Woods to Chief Craft 
Thanking Officer David Beckman for His Help and Professionalism 

(j) Letter from Vana Beginin to John Szerlag Complimenting Dr. Maria Hunciag of the Troy 
Library 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-6  Calendar 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-7  Memorandum – Re: Pittman v City of Troy and Troy Police Officer Hamzey 

Noted and Filed 
 
G-8  Memorandum – Re: Denial of Plant Rehabilitation Exemption Certificate 

Noted and Filed 
 

G-9  Memorandum – Re: Proposed Establishment of Chapter 20 Drains by the Oakland 
County Drain Commission 

Noted and Filed 
G-10 Memorandum – Re: Recap of the 9/6-7/02 City Council Retreat: The High-

Performance Governing Body 
Noted and Filed  

 
 
G-11 Memorandum – Re: Amendment to Chapter 10 Employees Retirement System – 

Prior Governmental Retirement Service 
Noted and Filed  
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G-12 Memorandum – Re: Sanitary Sewer Overflows in the Evergreen-Farmington 
Drainage District 

Noted and Filed  
 
G-13 Memorandum – Re: Economic Development Update 

Noted and Filed  
 
G-15 Memorandum – Re: Comparative Collection/Disposal Costs Between Troy and 

Madison Heights 
Noted and Filed  

 
G-16 Memorandum – Re: Senate Bill 3 

Noted and Filed  
 
G-17 Fax – Received from Sally Stoll – Michigan Department of Environmental Quality – 

Re: Wetland Permit Applications for D.A.J. Enterprises, LLC – The Estates at 
Cambridge 

Noted and Filed  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 

The meeting adjourned at 10:28 PM  
 
      __________________________________________ 

Matt Pryor, Mayor 
 
 
      __________________________________________ 

     Tonni L. Bartholomew - City Clerk 
 
 
 



PROCLAMATION  
NATIONAL BREAST CANCER AWARENESS MONTH  

OCTOBER 2002 
  

WHEREAS , October 2002 is National Breast Cancer Awareness Month; and 
 
WHEREAS , October 18, 2002 is National Mammography Day; and, 
 
WHEREAS , an estimated 203,500 new cases of female breast cancer will be diagnosed in 2002 
and 40,000 women will die from the disease; and, 
 
WHEREAS , an estimated 1,500 new cases of male breast cancer will be diagnosed in 2002 and 
200 will die of the disease; and 
 
WHEREAS , early detection and prompt treatment can significantly reduce suffering and death 
caused by this disease; and 
 
WHEREAS , mammography, an “x-ray” of the breast, is recognized as the single most effective 
method of detecting breast changes that may be cancer long before physical symptoms can be 
seen or felt; and 
 
WHEREAS , National Breast Cancer Awareness Month promotes the prevention of health 
complications from breast cancer by informing the public about early detection of the disease;  
 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the City Council of the City of Troy does hereby 
proclaim the month of October 2002 as National Breast Cancer Awareness Month and 
October 18 as National Mammography Day in the City of Troy. 
 
Signed this 7th day of October 2002 
 

City of Troy
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September 23, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
  William R. Need, Public Works Director 
 
SUBJECT: Standard Purchasing Resolution 2:  Award To Lowest Acceptable Bidder Meeting 

Specifications— Asphalt Paver with Trade-in 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
On August 14, 2002, three (3) bid proposals were opened to furnish one (1) Asphalt Paver less 
trade-in.  After reviewing these proposals, the Public Works Department recommends awarding 
the contract to the lowest acceptable bidder, Colwell Equipment Company, at a total net cost of 
$51,760.00.  
 
DETAIL:  DESCRIPTION       PRICE 
One (1) Each Leeboy Asphalt Paver Model 7000  
with crawler track suspension  $52,760.00 
 
  Less trade-in:    (-)      (1,000.00) 
                                                           1983 Miller MS708 
  Net Total:  $51,760.00  
BACKGROUND 
Currently, City employees use an antiquated 1983 Miller drag-type asphalt paver to make repairs 
in asphalt surfaces for parking lots, installation of asphalt walkways, and asphalt patches in 
concrete surfaces.  The 19-year-old paver is very labor intensive and does not provide a long 
lasting quality paved surface. 
 
EXPLANATION OF BID NOT MEETING SPECIFICATIONS 
Public Works staff investigated the market and developed specifications around several models, 
all of which could meet or exceed the final specification developed.  Besides the Leeboy paver, 
units manufactured by Mauldin, Barbara Green, Blawknox, and Caterpiller could have met 
specifications although some units may be higher in cost.   
 
The low apparent bid ($34,600.00) submitted by Michigan Skid Loader offering a Gehl Model 
1648 was determined not to meet specifications in three specific areas.  
 REQUIREMENT GEHL MODEL 1648 
Engine Horsepower:  50 HP   41 HP 
 
Ground Speed Range  0-220 feet / minute  0-130 feet / minute. 
 
Material Hopper  Mechanical conveyor type  Gravity conveyor type 
 
All of these specification elements are very important in allowing staff to perform this operation in 
the most efficient and cost effective manner possible.   
 
ENGINE HORSEPOWER AND GROUND SPEED:  The lack of horsepower is a major drawback.  
The smaller engine results in a ground speed reduction of approximately ninety (90) feet per 
minute.  While only under the most specialized circumstances would it be possible to operate a 
paver at its’ maximum ground speed, it is extremely important when relocating the unit on the 
jobsite and in positioning itself on the actual location where the paving is to occur. Lag time 
results in wasted dollars.   

1 of 2 
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September 23, 2002 
 
To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
Re:  Asphalt Paver Award 
Page 2 of 2 
 
CONVEYOR:  The extra horsepower is also needed for the mechanical conveyor material 
hopper.  The conveyor system feeds the asphalt into the paving auger at an even rate that results 
in a superior end product.  In using a gravity feed type conveyor, two employees must be 
stationed at both sides of the hopper with shovels making sure the material is fed into the auger 
at an even rate.  If this occurs, no voids are left in the end product.  When voids do occur, they 
must be filled by hand and given a hand tamp before being rolled out.  All of which increases 
costs and reduces efficiency.   
 
BUSINESS CASE:  To change the process to the more efficient conveyor system the following 
business case is provided to establish true costs of this equipment: 
 
u The seven-man crew needed for the gravity process can be reduced to fi ve men for the 

conveyor process.  Therefore, two (2) MSE-C employees can be reassigned to different 
duties with the conveyor paver. 

u The work is done in eight (8) hour shifts, two (2) days per week, five (5) months a year.  
u The rate of the lowest paid MSE-C employee with benefits ($23.75 per hour) is used for 

the cost analysis. 
u Therefore, $7,600 per year (320 hours @ $23.75) will be saved with an improved process 

for asphalt paving.  The price differential of $17,660 for changing processes from gravity 
to conveyor technology can be captured in 2.33 years.  If this new piece of equipment 
were to be kept the same number of years as the last piece of equipment, the City would 
experience approximately $126,700 in employee cost savings at current rates for the 
same time span.   

 
SUMMARY:  The Gehl Model 1648 is a gravity-type feed paver and a conveyer feed was 
specified.  The City will experience an employee cost savings for asphalt paving after 2.33 years 
for changing the process.  Staff contacted Michigan Skid Loader (MSL), to inquire if Gehl made a 
machine that could meet specifications.  MSL indicated that Gehl does not.  Based on the factors 
presented, it is staff’s recommendation that this purchase be awarded to the low bidder meeting 
specifications, Colwell Equipment Company of Canton Michigan. 
 
BUDGET: 
Funds for this equipment are available through the Public Works Local Roads operating budget 
account # 499.7978.010. 
 
24  Bids Sent 
3  Bids Received: (2 responsive bids, 1 bid did not meet specifications) 
6  Sent No Bid Responses (5 Do not handle this equipment; 1 Carries different types of pavers) 
 
Contacted – Debriefing Form Not Prepared by Bid Date 
1  Company (E S Rice Landscape Inc.) is no longer in business 
1  Company’s bid was sent to the wrong address – Miller Equipment did not notify that Livonia 

site closed) 
1  Company (AIS) listed with two addresses – sent no bid response from one location 
1  Company (Evans Equipment) is waiting for a distributorship 
11  Companies do not sell pavers 
 
 
Prepared by: Vicki Richardson, Administrative Aide



CITY OF TROY SBP 02-36
Opening Date --  8/14/02 BID TABULATION
Date prepared-- 9/23/02 ONE ASPHALT PAVER W/TRADE-IN

VENDOR NAME: ** COLWELL MICHIGAN
EQUIPMENT CO CAT

QTY.                         DESCRIPTION

1 EA ONE NONHIGHTWAY-CLASS ASPHALT PAVER
(LEEBOY ASPHALT PAVER MODEL 7000)
WITH CRAWLER TRACK SUSPENSION 52,760$           53,386$         

 
Quoting On: LEE BOY MAULDIN
Manufactured By: 7000 1500 SUPER PAVER

1 EA LESS:   TRADE-IN OF 1983 MILLER MS708
HYDRAULICALLY CONTROLLED TOWED PAVER (1,000.00)$       (500.00)$        

NET TOTAL PRICE: ** 51,760.00        52,886          $

LOCATION: CANTON MACOMB

INVENTORY OF REPLACEMENT PARTS: 50,000.00$       2,000.00$      

TURN AROUND TIME ON SPECIAL ORDERS: 24 HOURS 1-2 WEEKS

SERVICE PROBLEM - WITH HOURS: 1 HOUR 2 HOURS

TERMS NET 20 DAYS NET 30 

WARRANTY 1 YR P/L 1 YEAR
FROM STOCK TO

DELIVERY 30 DAYS 4 WEEKS ARO

EXCEPTIONS LISTED IN BID LISTED IN BID
DMS:
  Michigan Skid Loader ($34,100.00 net total) Reason: Equipment not as specified.
NO BIDS:
  Northern Mich Eqmt Co
  Burke Eqmt Co  
  Bell Eqmt Company
  AIS Construction PROPOSAL-- One(1) Nonhighway-Class LeeBoy Model 7000 Asphalt Paver or
  Munn Trailer Sales Inc Approved Alternate w/Trade-in
  Hertz Eqmt Rental

** DENOTES LOWEST ACCEPTABLE BIDDER
ATTEST:
  Vicki Richardson
  Cecilia Brukwinski ___________________________
  Linda Bockstanz Jeanette Bennett

Purchasing Director
G:ASPHALT PAVER SBP 02-36



AIS CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
3600 N GRAND RIVER AVE
LANSING  MI  48906

AIS CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT CO
56555 PONTIAC TRAIL
NEW HUDSON  MI  48165

BELL EQUIPMENT COMPANY
78 NORTHPOINTE DRIVE
LAKE ORION  MI  48359

BURKE EQUIPMENT CO
36000 MOUND ROAD
P O BOX 8010
STERLING HEIGHTS  MI  48311-8010

CHAUSSE MANUFACTURING CO. INC.
8100 JOY ROAD
DETROIT  MI  48204

COLWELL EQUIPMENT CO
5755 BELLEVILLE RD
P O BOX 87157
CANTON  MI  48187-0157

CONTRACTORS MACHINERY CO
13200 NORTHEND AVENUE
OAK PARK  MI  48237-3266

EVANS EQUIPMENT CO INC
G-3283 S  DORT HIGHWAY
BURTON  MI  48529

GREGWARE EQUIPMENT CO
5085 ALPINE AVE N W
P O BOX L
GRAND RAPIDS  MI  49501

HERTZ EQUIPMENT RENTAL
6227 15 MILE ROAD
STERLING HGTS  MI  48312

JACKIE'S TRANSPORT INC
7811 CHUBB
NORTHVILLE  MI  48167

MERCER'S EQUIPMENT RENTALS
21588 DIX-TOLEDO
BROWNSTOWN  MI  48183

MICHIGAN SKID LOADER INC
4454 22 MILE RD
UTICA  MI  48317

MIDWEST TOOL & EQUIPMENT CENTER
4485 HIGHLAND RD
WATERFORD  MI  48328-1223



MILLER EQUIPMENT COMPANY
31020 INDUSTRIAL ROAD
LIVONIA  MI  48150

MUNN TRACTOR SALES INC
3700 LAPEER ROAD
AUBURN HILLS  MI  48326

NORTHERN MICHIGAN EQUIPMENT COMPANY
476 US 31 SOUTH
PO BOX 1270
TRAVERSE CITY  MI  49685-1270

PAMAR ENTERPRISES INC
58021 GRATIOT
NEW HAVEN  MI  48048

PIRTEK METRO DETROIT
25363 DEQUINDRE ROAD
MADISON HEIGHTS  MI  48071

R&E TRUCKING INC
14141 ECKLES ROAD
PLYMOUTH  MI  48170

RICE, S.E. LANDSCAPE INC
2629 GLENVIEW AVE
ROYAL OAK  MI  48073

ROAD MACHINERY & SUPPLIES CO.
NORTH HWY 2 (BOX 841)
IRON MOUNTAIN  MI  49801

THE CAT RENTAL STORE
24460 NOVI ROAD
NOVI  MI  48375

WOLVERINE TRACTOR
25900 W  8 MILE ROAD
SOUTHFIELD  MI  48034



September 24, 2002 
 
 
 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 

Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 

SUBJECT: Reconsideration of Section 1 Golf Course Site Plan Approval Conditions 
 
 
 
At the August 5, 2002 Council meeting, Resolution #2002-08-455 approving the 
Section 1 Golf Course site plan passed with 13 caveats and 4 amendments.  One of 
the caveats, number 10, required the City to apply to the Board of Zoning Appeals to 
construct a landscaped berm instead of a wall.  This was to shield the residential 
property immediately west of the site, belonging to Mr. Mead. 
 
As you know, the City has now purchased the Mead property.  Because of this, City 
management is requesting Council reconsider this issue and permit installation of the 
4’ 6”-high masonry wall required by ordinance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
G:\MY DOCUMENTS\Shripka, Gary\2002\Council Memos\092402 - Memo_M & CC re Reconsideration of Section 1 Golf 
Course Site Plan Approval Conditions.doc  /klc 
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  September 25, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance & Administration 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
   
SUBJECT:    Standard Purchasing Resolution 3: Exercise Renewal Option for National 

Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo) with Graybar & Grainger -
Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, Supplies And Related 
Services 

                        
RECOMMENDATION 
On April 9, 2001, the Troy City Council approved contracts for Industrial/ Commercial 
Products and related services to Graybar Electric Company and Grainger Industrial 
Supply, with the option to renew for two additional one-year periods (Res#2001-04-188-
E-7).  The first year option was exercised by the National Cooperative Purchasing 
Program (NACo) expiring September 30, 2002, and approved by the Troy City Council 
on October 15, 2001 (Resolution #2001-10-499-E-9).  The Purchasing Department has 
been notified that the contracts are to be renewed on a month-to-month basis until the 
award of new contracts or September 30, 2003, whichever occurs first.  Los Angeles 
County is opening new bids for these items on September 30, 2002.  Staff, therefore, 
recommends exercising the option to renew these contracts on a month-to-month basis 
until the new contracts are in place or no later than September 30, 2003.  The discount 
structure originally bid and indicated below will remain the same  –  
 
DETAIL 
GRAYBAR 
Electrical Products-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
Discounts from 15 – 74% off Manufacturers’ List 
 
GRAINGER 
Hardware-Paint-Electrical-HVAC-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
 
Stanley/Proto Hand Tools 58% off list 
Milwaukee Power Tools 46% off list 
Dewalt Power Tools 48% off list 
GE Large Lamps 59.5% off list 
Stage/Studio Lamps 52.5% off list 
Grainger Catalog 15% off list 
Additional Specific Mfg Discounts 28% - 58% off list 
 
MARKET SURVEY 
Since this a nationally bid contract, we can only accept or decline to participate in the 
contract and cannot do pricing comparisons. 
 
BUDGET 
Funds for this contract are charged to various department-operating budgets as needed. 
 

City of Troy
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Jeanette Bennett

From: Susan A Leirstein
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2002 10:47 AM
To: Jeanette Bennett
Subject: FW: Naco - Grainger/Graybar Contract Extension

FYI....

-----Original Message-----
From: Peter Foley [mailto:pfoley@uscommunities.org]
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2002 7:48 PM
To: 'Susan A Leirstein'
Cc: LINDA BOCKSTANZ
Subject: RE: Naco - Grainger/Graybar Contract Extension

Dear Susan,

They are on month to month extensions as shown on our website and the
new solicitation is on the street now with bids due 9.30.02.  Los
Angeles County has assured us the existing contracts will be in place
until the new one is awarded or until 9.30.03 which is the final date
for the existing contracts.  LA County is signing month to month
extensions with the current suppliers but as you can imagine it takes us
time to get copies and put on the website. 

Hope this helps.

Best wishes - Peter

-----Original Message-----
From: Susan A Leirstein [mailto:LeirsteiSA@ci.troy.mi.us] 
Sent: Monday, September 23, 2002 2:07 PM
To: 'pfoley@uscommunities.org'
Subject: Naco - Grainger/Graybar Contract Extension

Peter,

What can you tell me about the contract extensions for Grainger and
Graybar. From what I can find on the website, it looks like they may
have been extended on a month-to-month basis expiring 9/30/03.  Is there
any formalized documents put out by LA County to back this up???

I appreciate any help you can give me, as I need to go back to Council
ASAP.

Thanks,

Susan Leirstein, CPPB
City of Troy
248.524.3338   
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E-6 Private Agreement for Boulder Office Building – 1080 Kirts – Project No. 01.904.3 
 
Resolution #2001-10-499-E-6 
 
RESOLVED, That the Contract for the Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
between the City of Troy and Troy Center Office L.L.C., is hereby approved for the installation of 
water main, storm sewer and paving at 1080 Kirts, and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to 
execute the documents, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-7 SMART Dial-a-Ride Service Agreement 
 
Resolution #2001-10-499-E-7 
 
RESOLVED, That the request that the City transfer Municipal Credit funds in the amount of 
$76,084.00 and Community Credit funds in the amount of $60,066.00 to SMART for the operation of 
Dial-a-Ride is hereby approved and the Mayor and City Clerk are authorized to execute the 
documents and copies shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-8 Employment Agreement – City Attorney 
 
Resolution #2001-10-499-E-8 
 
WHEREAS, The City Council and Lori Grigg Bluhm have agreed to the terms and conditions of 
employment of the City Attorney. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the Employment Agreement between the City of Troy 
and Lori Grigg Bluhm, dated October 15, 2001, is hereby approved, and the Mayor and City Clerk 
are authorized and directed to execute said document on behalf of the City of Troy, a copy of which 
shall be attached to the original Minutes of this meeting. 

E-9 Standard Purchasing Resolution 3: Exercise Renewal Option for National 
Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo) with Graybar & Grainger – 
Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, Supplies and Related Services 

 
Resolution #2001-10-499-E-9 
 
WHEREAS, On April 9, 2001, three 3-year contracts to provide Industrial/Commercial Products, 
Equipment, Supplies and Related Services to the City of Troy and participating Tri-County 
Purchasing Cooperative Members from the best value bidders, Graybar Electric Company and 
Grainger Industrial Supply were approved through a “piggyback” addendum with Los Angeles 
County and the National Cooperative Purchasing Program Contract #57128/57141 (Resolution 
#2001-04-188-E-7); and 
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WHEREAS, Both awarded bidders have agreed to exercise the first of two 1-year renewal options 
and NACo has approved the renewals under the same prices, terms and conditions and has 
extended both contracts through the National Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo); 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, That the option to renew the contracts are hereby 
exercised with Graybar and Grainger through the National Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo) 
to provide Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, Supplies and Related Services under the 
same contract prices, terms, and conditions expiring September 30, 2002. 

E-10 Request for Temporary Trailers – Acura of Troy – 1828 Maplelawn 
 
Resolution #2001-10-499-E-10 
 
RESOLVED, That the request from Mike Savoie, President of Acura of Troy, to place two office 
trailers serving the existing dealership at 1828 Maplelawn on the site of the existing building at 1900 
W. Maple to be used for temporary office space is hereby approved for a period not to exceed 7-
months, in accordance with Chapter 47, House Trailers and Trailer Courts, Section 6.41 (2), of the 
Code of the City of Troy. 

E-12 Abandonment of Un-useable Water Main Easements and Acceptance of 
Replacement Water Main Easement at 1815 and 1819 Maplelawn, Sidwell #88-20-29-
426-047 

 
Resolution #2001-10-499-E-12 
 
RESOLVED, That the City of Troy hereby abandons the two water main easements described in the 
attached exhibit, with description “A” being recorded in Liber 10437, page 777, and description “B” 
being an unrecorded easement, both being a part of property having Sidwell #88-20-29-426-047, 
commonly known as 1815 and 1819 Maplelawn; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the replacement water main easement from Elder Land 
Development Company, being a part of property having Sidwell #88-20-29-426-047, commonly 
known as 1815 and 1819 Maplelawn is hereby accepted for public water main purposes; and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Clerk is hereby directed to record said documents with 
the Oakland County Register of Deeds, a copy of which shall be attached to the original Minutes of 
this meeting. 

E-14 Voice and Data Communication Upgrades and Contract Extensions 
 
Resolution #2001-10-499-E-14 
 
WHEREAS, In 1996, City Council awarded a contract for telephone equipment and service to Lucent 
Technologies as a result of a Request for Proposal process (Resolution #96-691); and 
 



 

Prepared by Linda Bockstanz, Associate Buyer 

  October 9, 2001 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance & Administration 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
   
SUBJECT:    Standard Purchasing Resolution 3: Exercise Renewal Option for National 

Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo) with Graybar & Grainger -
Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, Supplies And Related 
Services 

                        
RECOMMENDATION 
 
On April 9, 2001, the City Council approved a (3) year contract for Industrial/Commercial 
Products and related services to Graybar Electric Company and Grainger Industrial 
Supply, with the option to renew for two additional one-year periods (Res#2001-04-188-
E-7).  The Purchasing Department recommends the acceptance of the first year option 
exercised by NACo to renew the contracts.  The contracts will expire on September 30, 
2002 with one additional optional year remaining.  The discount structure originally bid 
and indicated below will remain the same  –  
 
DETAIL 
 
GRAYBAR 
Electrical Products-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
Discounts from 15 – 74% off Manufacturers’ List 
 
GRAINGER 
Hardware-Paint-Electrical-HVAC-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
 
Stanley/Proto Hand Tools 58% off list 
Milwaukee Power Tools 46% off list 
Dewalt Power Tools 48% off list 
GE Large Lamps 59.5% off list 
Stage/Studio Lamps 52.5% off list 
Grainger Catalog 15% off list 
Additional Specific Mfg Discounts 28% - 58% off list 
 
MARKET SURVEY 
 
Since this a nationally bid contract, we can only accept or decline to participate in the 
contract and cannot do pricing comparisons. 
 
BUDGET 
 
Funds for this contract are charged to various department-operating budgets as needed. 
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E-7 Standard Purchasing Resolution 4:  National Cooperative Purchasing Program 
(NACo) – Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, Supplies and Related 
Services 

 
Resolution #2001-04-188-E-7 
 
RESOLVED, That a three-year contract to provide for Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, 
Supplies and Related Services to the City of Troy and participating Tri-County Purchasing 
Cooperative Members from the best value bidders, Graybar Electric Co. and Grainger Industrial 
Supply are hereby approved through a “piggyback” addendum with Los Angeles County and the 
National Cooperative Purchasing Program Contract #57128/57141 under the following discount 
structure to commence on the date of award and expire September 30, 2001, with an option to 
renew for an additional two years. 
 
GRAYBAR 
Electrical Products-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
Discounts from 15 – 74% off Manufacturers’ List 
 
GRAINGER 
Hardware-Paint-Electrical-HVAC-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
 

Stanley/Proto Hand Tools 58% off list 
Milwaukee Power Tools 46% off list 
Dewalt Power Tools 48% off list 
GE Large Lamps 59.5% off list 
Stage/Studio Lamps 52.5% off list 
Grainger Catalog 15% off list 
Additional Specific Mfg Discounts 28% - 58% off list 

E-8 Approval to Charge Admission Fee/Flynn Park 
 
Resolution #2001-04-188-E-8 
 
RESOLVED, That Athens High School is granted permission to charge admission for their annual 
varsity softball tournament at Flynn Park on May 19, 2001. The daily admission fees are:  Adults - 
$3.00; Students/Seniors - $2.00 
 



Prepared by Linda Bockstanz, Associate Buyer 

  March 23, 2001 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance & Administration 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
   
SUBJECT:    Standard Purchasing Resolution 4: National Cooperative Purchasing 

Program (NACo)— 
 Industrial/Commercial Products, Equipment, Supplies And Related Services 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Purchasing Department recommends participation in a competitively bid three- (3) 
year contract for Industrial/Commercial Products and related services to Graybar Electric 
Company and Grainger Industrial Supply, the best value bidders, awarded by Los 
Angeles County and made available through the National Cooperative Purchasing 
Program (NACo) Contract #57128/57141 to commence on the date of award and expire 
September 30, 2001, with an option to renew for two additional one-year periods, under 
the discount structure illustrated below –  
 
DETAIL 
GRAYBAR 
Electrical Products-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
Discounts from 15 – 74% off Manufacturers’ List 
 
GRAINGER 
Hardware-Paint-Electrical-HVAC-Equipment Supplies and Related Services 
 
Stanley/Proto Hand Tools 58% off list 
Milwaukee Power Tools 46% off list 
Dewalt Power Tools 48% off list 
GE Large Lamps 59.5% off list 
Stage/Studio Lamps 52.5% off list 
Grainger Catalog 15% off list 
Additional Specific Mfg Discounts 28% - 58% off list 
 
SUMMARY 
Two companies submitted competitive bids to the County of Los Angeles.  Graybar was the only 
one to adhere to their requirements for cable & electrical products, equipment and supplies.  
Grainger was the only one to adhere to their requirements on the bid for hardware, paint, 
electrical, plumbing, roofing products, equipment and related supplies and services.  Vendors 
that did not meet specifications took an exception to firm prices for the three-year contract 
period and, therefore, were disqualified. 
 
BUDGET 
Funds for this contract are charged to various department-operating budgets as needed. 
 
 
 



 

 

September 24, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
  William Nelson, Fire Chief 
 
SUBJECT: Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Bid Award – Lowest Acceptable Bidder – 

Motorola Alert Monitor Receivers for Firefighters 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
On September 18, 2002, bid proposals were opened to provide Motorola Minitor IV 
Selective Call Alert Monitor Receivers.  After reviewing the bid proposals, the Fire 
Department recommends awarding the contract to the lowest acceptable bidder, 
Adams Electronic Company, at an estimated total cost of $74,313.00, at unit prices 
contained in the attached bid tabulation opened 9/18/02. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
QUANTITY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE 
 Equipment:  
180 Motorola Minitor IV Selective Call Alert Monitor 

Receivers 
$     373.85 

 Accessories:  
180 Program Units No Charge 
180 Engrave Cases $         4.50 
 Maintenance:  
180 5 Year Extended Warranty R522AA $       34.50 
 ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL: $74,313.00 
 
EXPLANATION OF BIDS NOT MEETING SPECIFICATIONS 
Bids received from Comsource and Digicom Inc. were not considered for award 
because pricing was not provided for all items.  The equipment, accessories, and 
maintenance were awarded to the lowest total responsible bidder meeting 
specifications to ensure a single point of contact in the event of any equipment 
failure or warranty issues.    
 
BACKGROUND 
The receivers will replace 11-12 year old equipment that is breaking down and no 
longer repairable.  The receivers are the primary means of alerting firefighters to 
respond to emergencies.  Due to budgetary limitations, staff does not recommend 
purchasing the additional batteries or carrying cases at this time. 
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September 24, 2002 
 
To:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
Re:  Bid Award – Motorola Alert Monitor Receivers 
 
 
BUDGET 
Funds for this equipment are available from the Fire Department Operating 
Equipment Account #338.7740.115. 
 
 
 
40 Bids Sent 
10 Bids Received:   8 Responsive bids 
   2 Bids did not meet specifications  
12 Debriefing Documents Received: 
   11 Bidders do not carry the product specified 
     1 Bidder could not be competitive 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by:  David Roberts, Assistant Fire Chief 
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CITY OF TROY
Opening Date-- 9/18/02 BID TABULATION SBP 02-43
Date Prepared-- 9/23/02 MOTOROLA MINITOR IV Pg 1 of 3

    
   VENDOR NAME: ** ADAMS WIRELESS BEARCOM ADVANCED 

ELECTRONIC RESOURCES WIRELESS

COMPANY INC TELECOM

QTY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE
180 EA Motorola Minitor IV Selective Call 

Alert Monitor Receivers 373.85$                380.00$                381.00$              384.72$           
Model A03KUS9239AC including
VHF Two-Frequency Stored Voice
with Scan & Vibra-Page. Rechargeable
nickel cadmium AAA Batteries.  
Single-Unit Battery Charger
Model NYN8346B w/power transformer
Model AEC-3560B

ACCESSORIES:
ITEM

1. 180 Additional Set of 2 rechargeable 
 nickel cadmium batteries 3.95$                    5.00$                    8.00$                  4.50$               

NYN8345A (2x$4.00)

2. Programming the Units in accordance
with the attached specifications. NO CHARGE INCLUDED NO CHARGE NO CHARGE

3. Case engraving in accordance with
specifications. 4.50$                    6.00$                    8.00$                  8.00$               

4. Leather carrying case 13.95$                  22.00$                  12.00$                24.00$             

5. Nylon carrying case 8.95$                    4.00$                    11.00$                7.00$               

6. Programming Software 5.00$                    90.00$                  INCLUDED 40.00$             

WARRANTY: 12 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 1 YEAR

Marked Attachment          Yes or No "A" "A" BLANK BLANK

OPTIONAL:
3 Year Extended Warranty R336AA: 22.00$                  21.00$                  24.00$                22.75$             
5 Year Extended Warranty R522AA: 34.50$                  33.00$                  38.00$                34.75$             

ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL ALL ITEMS: 79,151.00$           81,090.00$           82,440.00$         83,374.60$      
ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL AWARDED ITEMS: 74,313.00$           75,420.00$           76,860.00$         76,944.60$      

SERVICE INFORMATION:
Location: BECK ROAD SO. CENTRAL SHAUMBURG FARMINGTON HILLS

WIXOM, MI ROCKFORD, IL IL MI

TERMS: NET 30 DAYS NET 30 NET 45 NET 30

WARRANTY: 1 YEAR ATTACHED TO BID 12 MONTHS ONE YEAR
3 WKS PAGERS

DELIVERY DATE (S): 15-20 DAYS ARO 1-3 WKS ARO 14-21 DAYS 2 WKS ENGRAVING

2 DAYS PROGRAMMING

EXCEPTIONS NONE BLANK BLANK BLANK

Debriefing Document Summary: (12 No Bids) NOTE: Grand Totals Include Optional 5-Year Extended Warranty Pricing
  11 Bidders do not carry the equipment specified.
    1 Bidder could not be competitive. ATTEST:

  William Nelson
** DENOTES LOWEST TOTAL BIDDER   M Aileen Bittner

______________________________________   David Roberts
Jeanette Bennett   Linda Bockstanz
Purchasing Director

G:Motorola Minitor IV SBP 02-43



CITY OF TROY
Opening Date-- 9/18/02 BID TABULATION SBP 02-43
Date Prepared-- 9/23/02 MOTOROLA MINITOR IV Pg 2 of 3

    
  VENDOR NAME: TELERAD JAN MOBILE ENERGY

INC COMMUNICATIONS COMMUNICATION PRODUCT &

SALES, INC SERVICES

QTY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE
180 EA Motorola Minitor IV Selective Call 

Alert Monitor Receivers 384.49$                409.65$                413.00$              443.00$           
Model A03KUS9239AC including
VHF Two-Frequency Stored Voice
with Scan & Vibra-Page. Rechargeable
nickel cadmium AAA Batteries.  
Single-Unit Battery Charger
Model NYN8346B w/power transformer
Model AEC-3560B

ACCESSORIES:
ITEM

1. 180 Additional Set of 2 rechargeable 
 nickel cadmium batteries 2.75$                    4.50$                    4.80$                  5.26$               

(2x$2.25) (2x$2.40)

2. Programming the Units in accordance
with the attached specifications. 13.00$                  INCLUDED NO CHARGE 110.00$           

3. Case engraving in accordance with
specifications. 4.00$                    INCLUDED 6.00$                  3.75$               

4. Leather carrying case 32.16$                  24.95$                  26.40$                26.50$             

5. Nylon carrying case 4.19$                    4.40$                    7.20$                  6.84$               

6. Programming Software 94.18$                  335.00$                35.00$                NO CHARGE

  Universal Adapter 183.12$                
WARRANTY: 12 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 12 MONTHS 1 YEAR

Marked Attachment          Yes or No BLANK BLANK "A" BLANK

OPTIONAL:
3 Year Extended Warranty R336AA: 22.89$                  24.80$                  25.00$                22.00$             
5 Year Extended Warranty R522AA: 35.97$                  35.80$                  39.00$                34.00$             

ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL ALL ITEMS: 86,058.10$           86,609.00$           89,387.00$         93,593.00$      
ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL AWARDED ITEMS: 78,742.80$           80,181.00$           82,440.00$         106,335.00$    

SERVICE INFORMATION:
Location: ROCKFORD, PENNSAUKEN 11 MILE RD INDUSCO

ILLINOIS NJ ROSEVILLE,MI TROY,MI

TERMS: NET UPON DELIVERY 2% 10 NET 30 NET 30 60 DAYS

WARRANTY: 1 YEAR ONE YEAR ONE YEAR 1 YR FACTORY

DELIVERY DATE (S): 21 DAYS ARO 20 DAYS ARO 5-7 DAYS ARO 2 WK ARO

EXCEPTIONS NO EXCEPTIONS BLANK LISTED IN BID LISTED IN BID

NOTE: Grand Totals Include Optional 5-Year Extended Warranty Pricing

G:Motorola Minitor IV SBP 02-43



CITY OF TROY
Opening Date-- 9/18/02 BID TABULATION SBP 02-43
Date Prepared-- 9/23/02 MOTOROLA MINITOR IV Pg 3 of 3

    
VENDOR NAME: COMSOURCE DIGICOM

DMS INC

DMS

QTY DESCRIPTION UNIT PRICE UNIT PRICE
180 EA Motorola Minitor IV Selective Call 

Alert Monitor Receivers 379.00$                N/A
Model A03KUS9239AC including
VHF Two-Frequency Stored Voice
with Scan & Vibra-Page. Rechargeable
nickel cadmium AAA Batteries.  
Single-Unit Battery Charger
Model NYN8346B w/power transformer
Model AEC-3560B

ACCESSORIES:
ITEM

1. 180 Additional Set of 2 rechargeable 
 nickel cadmium batteries 5.00$                    5.00$                    

2. Programming the Units in accordance
with the attached specifications. INCLUDED N/A

3. Case engraving in accordance with
specifications. N/A N/A

4. Leather carrying case 23.50$                  23.75$                  

5. Nylon carrying case 4.39$                    4.45$                    

6. Programming Software 42.00$                  N/A

WARRANTY: 12 MONTHS BLANK

Marked Attachment          Yes or No "I" BLANK

OPTIONAL:
3 Year Extended Warranty R336AA: 22.50$                  BLANK
5 Year Extended Warranty R522AA: 34.50$                  BLANK

ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL ALL ITEMS: N/A N/A
ESTIMATED GRAND TOTAL AWARDED ITEMS: N/A N/A

SERVICE INFORMATION:
Location: SO. CENTRAL 35 W SQUARE LAKE

ROCKFORD, IL TROY, MI

TERMS: NET 30 DAYS NET 30 

WARRANTY: 12 MONTHS ONE YEAR

DELIVERY DATE (S): 2 WK ARO 5 DAYS FROM PO

EXCEPTIONS LISTED IN BID LISTED IN BID

DMS: Bidders did not quote all items. Award made to lowest TOTAL responsible bidder meeting specifications.

G:Motorola Minitor IV SBP 02-43



ADAMS ELECTRONICS
30467 BECK RD
WIXOM  MI  48393-2841

ALLEN ELECTRONICS
35806 GROESBECK
CLINTON TWP  MI  48038

ANIXTER INC
1970 E BIG BEAVER
TROY  MI  48083

APEX COMMUNICATIONS
5500 ELIZABETH LAKE ROAD
WATERFORD  MI  48327

ATD-AMERICAN COMPANY
135 GREENWOOD AVENUE
WYNCOTE  PA  19095-1396

BEARCOM INC
23743 RESEARCH DRIVE
FARMINGTON HILLS  MI  48335

CERTIFIED PRODUCTS & SUPPLY INC
500 N PERRY
PONTIAC  MI  48342

COMSOURCE INC
2130 AUSTIN
ROCHESTER HILLS  MI  48309

DATANET SYSTEMS INC
12115 MERRIMAN ROAD
P O BOX 510041
LIVONIA  MI  48151-6041

DIGICOM INC
35 W SQUARE LAKE ROAD
TROY  MI  48098

DISCOVER WIRELESS COMMUNICATIONS INC
29460 SCHOOLCRAFT ROAD
LIVONIA  MI  48150

ENERGY PRODUCTS
315 N INDUSCO CT
TROY  MI  48083

ENVISION TECHNOLOGIES LLC
200 MOUNT ELLIOTT   STE 105
DETROIT  MI  48207

EXECUTIVE OUTCOME INC
P O BOX 66204
ROSEVILLE  MI  48066



GLOBAL ELECTRONIC SECURITY SYSTEMS INC
2308 BELLMORE AVENUE
BELLMORE  MI  11710

INTERNATIONAL WIRE AND CABLE INC
42822 MOUND ROAD
STERLING HEIGHTS  MI  48314

JAN COMMUNICATIONS AND ELECTRONICS CO
6630 SOUTH CRESCENT BOULEVARD
PENNSAUKEN  NJ  08109-1403

LOCATION SOUND CORP
10639 RIVERSIDE DRIVE
NORTH HOLLYWOOD  CA  91602

MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS SALES INC
11665 LEVAN ROAD
LIVONIA  MI  48150-1305

MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS SALES INC
27041 GLOEDE
WARREN  MI  48091

MOBILE COMMUNICATIONS SERVICE INC
34411 INDUSTRIAL RD
LIVONIA  MI  48150

MOTOROLA COMMUNICATIONS
400 GALLERIA OFFICENTRE
SOUTHFIELD  MI  48034

MOTOROLA COMMUNICATIONS & ELECTRONICS IN
2130 AUSTIN AVE
ROCHESTER  MI  48309-3667

NORTH AMERICAN COMMUNICATIONS RESOURCE
32424 NORTH RIVER ROAD
HARRISON TOWNSHIP  MI  48045

PORTABLE COMMUNICATION INC
31529 W 8 MILE RD
LIVONIA  MI  48152-1359

PRIORITY ONE EMERGENCY
31965 BLOCK AVENUE
GARDEN CITY  MI  48135

QUANTUM TELE-COMMUNICATIONS INC
1880 FLEETWOOD
TROY  MI  48098

RELCO SALES COMPANY INC
34501 SOUTHSIDE PARK DRIVE
SOLON  OH  44139



SECURE PRODUCTS CORPORATION
26710 SOUTHFIELD ROAD
LATHRUP VILLAGE  MI  48076

STATE WIRE & TERMINAL INC
16140 DIXIE HIGHWAY
DAVISBURG  MI  48350-1004

SUNTEL SERVICES
3949 HAMLIN WEST
ROCHESTER HILLS  MI  48309

TELE-RAD INC
2306 CLYDE PARK SW
GRAND RAPIDS  MI  49509

TRA ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATIONS
27041 GLOEDE
WARREN  MI  48093

WILMAR INDUSTRIES
303 HARPER DRIVE
MOORESTOWN  NJ  08057

WILSON COMMUNICATIONS
5356 BENTLEY ROAD
WEST BLOOMFIELD  MI  48322

WILTEC TECHNOLOGIES
1050 HIGHLAND DRIVE  STE A
ANN ARBOR  MI  48108

WIRELESS RESOURCES INC
2300 BELLINGHAM
TROY  MI  48083



September 26, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 

FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
  William R. Need, Public Works Director 
 

Re: Standard Purchasing Resolution 2: Bid Award – Lowest Acceptable Bidder – 
Wood Grinding Services 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
On September 17, 2002, bid proposals were opened to furnish three-year 
requirements of Wood Grinding Services with an option to renew for one additional 
year. After reviewing these proposals, the Public Works Department recommends 
awarding the contract to the lowest total bidder meeting specifications, Granger 
Compost Supply for an estimated cost of $17,280.00 annually.  
 
SUMMARY 

 
Item 

Estimated 
Hours/ 
Annually 

 
Description 

 
Hourly Rate 

 
Proposal A 

 
32 Hours 

Grinding of wood including branches, limbs, 
stumps, logs, and miscellaneous wood debris from 
the Public Works Department Yard – approximately 
3, 200 yards per year. 

 
$320.00 

  Additional grinder clock charge N/A 
Proposal B 22 Hours Re-grinding of material a second time for use as 

mulch on City grounds by City Staff 
$320.00 

    
  Estimated Annual Cost $17,280.00 
    

The contract is being awarded to the low total bidder due to the nature of the work.  
It is anticipated that the successful contractor will grind twice a year; once in the fall, 
then the grindings will cure until spring, when the contractor will re-grind the original 
pile for City use, and grind any new accumulations of material.  The process will 
continue the following fall.    
 
EXPLANATION OF BID NOT MEETING SPECIFICATIONS 
Tarr’s Service Inc., the apparent low bidder, did not complete the mandatory site 
visit as specified on page 3 of the bid proposal.  Therefore, Tarr’s could not be 
considered for award.  The purpose of the site visit was to have the potential 
vendors look at the facility to assure that there was sufficient room to move their 
equipment in and out.  We also wanted the vendors to visibly inspect the type, size, 
and amount of material accumulated by the Public Works and Parks Department.  
This requirement was to assure that each vendor was clear on the type of 
equipment they needed to complete the job, keeping in mind that grinders have size 
limitations.  
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September 26, 2002 
 
To:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
Re:  Bid Award – Wood Grinding Services 
 
 
EXPLANATION OF BID NOT MEETING SPECIFICATIONS 
Tarr’s Service Inc. was contacted, and they confirmed that no one visited the site.  
The representative from Tarr’s Service Inc. stated that they felt there was no need 
since the City was asking for an hourly rate rather than a lump sum quotation. 
 
BUDGET 
Funds for grinding services are available through the Public Works and Parks and 
Recreation operating budgets. 
 
 
33 Bids Sent 
  4 Bids Received:  3 Responsive Bids 
        1 Bid did not meet specifications 
  3 No Bids:             Scheduling Conflicts 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Prepared by: Nancy Kuha, Solid Waste Coordinator 
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CITY OF TROY SBP 02-40
Opening Date --  9-17-02 BID TABULATION
Date prepared--9/25/02 WOOD GRINDING

VENDOR NAME: ** GRANGER JH HART HARRY FOX
COMPOST FORESTRY INC
SUPPLY

                        DESCRIPTION

PROPOSAL A. HOURLY RATE HOURLY RATE HOURLY RATE
32 HRS Grinding of wood including branches, limbs, stumps,
 logs, and miscellaneous wood debris from the DPW

Yard - approximately 3,200 yards per year. 320.00$         348.00$         550.00$         

Note: Additional Grinder Clock Charge - If an additional
grinder is provided with the required crew and 
nesscessary equipment. N/A -$               550.00$         

PROPOSAL B.
22 HRS Re-grinding of material a second time for use as mulch

on City grounds by City Staff 320.00$         348.00$         300.00$         

MINIMUM ACCUMULATION: 1600 YDS 1200-1500 YDS 2000 YDS

REQUEST FOR SERVICES: 14 10 10

INSURANCE: Can Meet XX XX XX
Cannot Meet

VISITED SITE: Yes or No YES YES YES
Date Visited 9/17/02 9/4/02 9/12/02

TERMS NET 10 CONVENTIONAL 30 DAYS

EXCEPTIONS N/A LISTED IN BID BLANK

DMS:  
  Tarr's Service Inc - ($285/hr) Reason: Did not visit site which was a mandatory requirement.

3 NO BIDS: Reason: Scheduling Conflicts
  Owen Tree Service Inc ** DENOTES LOWEST ACCEPTABLE BIDDER
  Cal Fleming Landscaping
  Asplundh

PROPOSAL-- Three (3) Year Requirements of Wood Grinding and Re-Grinding
Services with an Option to Renew for One (1) Additional Year

ATTEST:
  Nancy Kuha
  M Aileen Bittner ___________________________
  Linda Bockstanz Jeanette Bennett

Purchasing Director
G:Wood Grinding SBP 02-40



A & J TREE SERVICE
2075 EDGAR ROAD
EDMORE  MI  48829-9703

ADVANCED TREE CARE
300 FENWAY DRIVE
FENTON  MI  48430

ALL STATE TREE SERVICE
2128 ELMCREST
STERLING HEIGHTS  MI  48310

ASPLUNDH TREE EXPERT CO
708 BLAIR MILL ROAD
WILLOW GROVE  PA  19090-1784

BEGER'S TREE WORK & STUMP GRINDING
515 W GUTHRIE
MADISON HEIGHTS  MI  48071

BFI WASTE SYSTEMS
P O BOX 51427
KALAMAZOO  MI  49005-1427

BRANCH TREE SERVICE INC
24195 MOUND ROAD
WARREN  MI  48091

BUSY BEAVER TREE SERVICE
2043 E PARKWAY AVENUE
BURTON  MI  48529

CAL FLEMING LANDSCAPING & TREE SERVICE
29725 GROESBECK
ROSEVILLE  MI  48066-1980

CERES ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES INC
3825 EIGHTY-FIFTH AVENUE N
BROOKLYN PARK  MN  55443

D & J LAWN AND SNOW SERVICE
22750 MACOMB INDUSTRIAL DRIVE
CLINTON TWP  MI  48036

DAWSONS TREE CARE
6220 GRASS LAKE ROAD
WHITE LAKE  MI  48383

DISCOUNT TREE SALES AND TRANSPLANTING
1808 HAGADORN RD
MASON  MI  48854

E N DAVIS TREE SERVICE
721 BROWN ROAD
ORION TWP  MI  48359



GRANGER COMPOST SERVICES
16980 WOOD ROAD
LANSING  MI  48906-1044

GREENTREES TREE & LAWN CARE
2614 LEACH
ROCHESTER HILLS  MI  48309

HARRISON TREE SERVICE
1903 BELLAIRE
ROYAL OAK  MI  48067

HARRY FOX
28150 HAYES
ROSEVILLE  MI  48066-2392

HARVEST TREE & LAWN CORP
4202 PIONEER DRIVE  STE D
COMMERCE TWP  MI  48390

J H HART URBAN FORESTRY
P O BOX 222
BIRMINGHAM  MI  48012

JENKINS TREE SERVICE
693 BROWN ROAD
LAKE ORION  MI  48360

K K TREE SERVICE
575 S LAKE PLEASANT ROAD
ATTICA  MI  48412

MICHIGAN TREE SERVICE INC
18640 MACK AVENUE
P O BOX 934
GROSSE POINTE  MI  48236

OAKLAND TREE SERVICE
2525 S LIVERNOIS ROAD
ROCHESTER HILLS  MI  48307

OWEN TREE SERVICE
225 N LAKE GEORGE
ATTICA  MI  48412

PUTT INC
2610 SALZBURG RD
FREELAND  MI  48623

RAINBOW TREE SERVICE
550 W SARATOGA
FERNDALE  MI  48220

SPECIAL WASTE SYSTEMS INC
14390 WYOMING
DETROIT  MI  48238



TARR'S TREE SERVICE
2009 MILVERTON
TROY  MI  48083

THE DAVEY TREE EXPERT COMPANY
3381 LAPEER ROAD WEST
AUBURN HILLS  MI  48326

TRI-COUNTY TREE EXPERT COMPANY
ATTN: M.P. DECATOR
P.O. BOX 1355
STERLING HEIGHTS  MI  48311-1355

TRUGREEN*CHEMLAWN
P O BOX 81880
ROCHESTER HILLS  MI  48309-1880

WASTE WOOD RESOURCES
6390 E 52ND STREET
NEWAYGO  MI  49337



  September 26, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John M Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 

Gert Paraskevin, Information Technology Director 
 
Re:  Standard Purchasing Resolution 4: National Cooperative Purchasing Program (NACo)— 
  CompUSA and DELL 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Information Technology Department recommends participation in a competitively bid three- 
(3) year contract for Computer Supplies and Equipment to CompUSA, and for Computer 
Workstations and Notebooks to Dell Computers, the best value bidders, awarded by Fairfax 
County, Virginia and made available through the US Communities (aka NaCo) Master Agreement 
Contract #RQ00-341360-16A-G.  The contract commenced in April of 2000 and expires April 30, 
2003, with an option to renew for (3) additional one-year periods.  
 
DETAIL 
 
The discount structure for these vendors is as follows: 
 

CompUSA 
Name Brand/Equipment  % 
GSA Schedule items   Cost plus 3%-13% 
Non-GSA Schedule items  Cost plus 6%-10% 
 
CompUSA will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for 
orders in quantities greater than a unit of one. ("spot buy discounts") 
 
Dell Marketing 
 
Name Brand/Equipment  
 

% Off Index 

Dell Brand  7.59% 
Dellware Products  

 
Dell will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in 
quantities greater than a unit of one. ("spot buy discounts") 
 

 
SUMMARY 
Participation in a cooperative program such as the US Communities Government Purchasing Alliance 
provides the city with the opportunity to take advantage of volume discounts they could not otherwise 
obtain.  
 
BUDGET 
Funds for these items are available in various departmental operating supply or computer equipment 
accounts.

City of Troy
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PARTICIPATION CERTIFICATE 
 

A. After a competitive bidding selection process, CompUSA Inc. (herein “Vendor”) has entered 
into an agreement No. RQ00-341360-16B with Fairfax County, Virginia (herein “Master Agreement”) to 
provide brand name computes, and peripherals as well as consulting and related services (herein 
“Products”). 
 

B. Master Agreement, through the U.S. Communities Government Purchasing Alliance, provides 
that other public agencies may purchase products on the same terms, conditions and pricing as Fairfax 
County, Virginia, subject to any applicable local purchasing ordinance of the State of purchase. 

 
C. On behalf of the public agency identified (the Participating Public Agency) the undersigned 

purchasing agent of the Participating Public Agency or other duly authorized entity of the Participating 
Public Agency hereby agrees to the terms and provisions of the Master Agreement, subject to any 
applicable local purchasing ordinances and the laws of the State of purchase, and to participate in the 
Master Agreement to purchase products from Vendor pursuant to such Master Agreement as the 
Participating Public Agency may specify from time to time. 

 
 Signature: _____________________________  
 
 Date:__________________________________  
 
Public Agency: 
 
Name: _____________________________________Department: ________________________________ 
Please mark appropriate box: 
    County School (Specify) Other(Specify) 
    County Special District    K-12    State Agency 
    City, Town or Village    Community College    Independent Special District 
    City Special District    College or University    Non-Profit 501(c)3 
     Other 

 
Contact Person: 
 
Name: ________________________________________________________________________  

Title: _________________________________________________________________________  

Mailing Address:________________________________________________________________  

                           ________________________________________________________________  

City: __________________________________State: _______Zip: _____________________  

Telephone: _____________________________Fax: __________________________________  

E-Mail: _______________________________________________________________________  

 
Vendor Account #____________________________ 
Please fax this Certificate to CompUSA at (888) 726-2406 
 
Updated 6/10/02 



Date:  May 25, 2001

REVISED NOTICE OF AWARD OF CONTRACT

SUBJECT: Computers, Brand Name, Software, Peripherals, Consulting, and Related Services

CONTRACT NUMBER: RQ00-341360-16A-G

COMMODITY CODE: 3577, 3573, and 7379

CONTRACT PERIOD: April 2000 through April 30, 2003

RENEWALS: 3-1 year renewals (Ref. Para. 14.2 of the Contract's Special
Provisions)

SUPERSEDES CONTRACT: N/A

CONTRACTOR(S):

SEE ATTACHED

PRICES: See Attached

DPSM CONTRACTUAL CONTACT: Lonnette Robinson, CPPB
Telephone Number:  (703) 324-3281
E-mail: lonnette.robinson@co.fairfax.va.us

SPECIAL INFORMATION AND INSTRUCTIONS FOR FAIRFAX COUNTY AGENCIES ONLY:

A purchase order will be issued by the Department of Purchasing and Supply Management to the
Contractor for each County Agency utilizing this contract.  The purchase order will cite the period of time
and will indicate an agency authorization order code to be used when ordering to identify those County
employees who are authorized to place orders/calls.

Those agencies appearing on the Distribution List, who require the items and/or services covered by this
contract, and who have not already done so, shall prepare and enter into CASPS  (County and Schools
Procurement System) a purchase requisition indicating the period of time to be covered within the life of
the contract; listing the names of the County employees authorized to place orders; and the purchase
requisition shall be annotated with the contract number.

A Purchase Order (PO) Supplement may be prepared after issuance of the purchase order, by an agency
desiring to:

a. Change period of time.
b. Cancel the purchase order.
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CONTRACTOR(S): VENDOR CODE(S):

A- Comark Government & Eduction Sales, Inc. B363949000 02
4433 Brookfield Corp. Drive, Suite A
Chantilly, Virginia  20151

Contractors Information National Information
Attention:  Jeff Armstrong, Program Manager Website:  www.comark.com
Phone: (703) 227-2916 Phone:  (800) 925-1910
Fax: (703) 227-2901 Fax:  (703) 252-8980
E-mail: jarmstrong@comark.com E-mail:  uscommunities@comark.com

B- CompUSA B752652809 01
4211 Concord Pike
Wilmington, Delaware  19803

Contractors Information National Information
Attention:  Rod Francisco Website: www.compusa.com/gov/uscommunities
Phone: (703) 212-6539 Phone:  (800) 8DIRECT (834-7328)
Fax: (703) 212-6556 Fax:  (888) 238-5210
E-mail: roderick_francisco@compusa.com E-mail:  uscommunities@compusa.com

C- Micron Government Computer Systems, Inc. B061528015 01
625 Stratford, Suite 2000
Meridian, ID  83642

Contractors Information National Information
Attention:  Charlie DiStefano Website:  https://m sites.micronpc.com/STATE/

    GovernmentpurchasingAllia/index.htm
Phone: (800) 588-4803 Phone:  (800) 952-6198
Fax: (888) 262-1305 Fax:  (888) 262-1305
E-mail: cdistefano@micronpc.com E-mail:  uscommunities@micronpc.com

D- Software Spectrum, Inc Inc. B751878002 02
2140 Merritt Drive
Garland, Texas  75041

Contractors Information National Information
Attention:  John Parikh Website:  www.softwarespectrum.com/

uscommunities
Phone: (301) 352-9100 Phone:  (800) 741-4394
Fax: (301) 352-9200 Fax:  (509) 744-8344
E-mail: john.parikh@softwarespectrum.com E-mail:  uscommunities@softwarespectrum.com

E- Dell Marketing B742616805 02
One Dell Way
Round Rock, Texas  78682

Contractors Information National Information
Attention:  Don Schiesz Website:  www.dell.com/slg/uscommunities
Phone: (512) 725-1209 Phone:  (888) 895-3471
Fax: (512) 728-5893 Fax:  (800) 433-9527
E-mail: kim_smallwood@dell.com E-mail:  uscommunities@dell.com

**Note:  All purchase orders sent to Dell must reference number #90079.
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CONTRACTOR(S): VENDOR CODE(S):

F- IBM Corporation B130871985 03
999 Waterside Drive
Norfolk, Virginia  23510

Contractors Information National Information
Attention:  Doreen Raimondi Website:  www.ibm.com/gold/uscommunities
Phone: (716) 987-2259 Phone:  (800) 426-2255 priority code:  USCOM
Fax: (716) 987-2487 Fax:  (800) 242-6329 priority code:  USCOM
E-mail: draimond@us.ibm.com E-mail:  uscommunities@us.ibm.com

G- Gateway Companies B460431398 01
610 Gateway Drive, P.O. Box 2000
North Sioux City, South Dakota  57049

Contractors Information National Information
Attention:  Kim Hepburn Website:  www.esource.gateway.com/uscommunities
(also, Susan Moore @ (800) 779-2000 ext. 21653)
Phone: (605) 232-1693 Phone:  (877) 887-4710
Fax: (605) 232-2701 Fax:  (605) 232-2715
E-mail: kim.hepburn@gateway.com E-mail:  uscommunities@gateway.com
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Contractor A – Comark Government & Education Sales (CGES)

Name Brand/Equipment % Off Index
Manufacturer

3Com 5%
Acer 7%
Canon 5.5%
Compaq 7%
Epson 6%
Hewlett Packard 5.5%
IBM 6%
Kyocera 7%
Lexmark 5.5%
Okidata 6%
Panasonic 7%
Tektronix 6.7%
Toshiba 5%
Xerox 6.5%

Category
Cables 12%
Carry Case 10%
Computer Software 6.5%
Digital Cameras 10%
Drives 8%
Graphics and Memory 5.5%
Keyboards 10%
Modems 7.5%
Monitors 8%
Networking 6%
Power Protection 8%
Printers (other than brands referenced) 7%
Projectors (LCD) 10%
Scanners 8%
Speakers and Headsets 10%
Training and Manuals 10%
Video Teleconferencing 10%

Comark will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in quantities greater than a
unit of one.  ("spot buy discounts")

Added via Amendment No. 1
Mfg. Part Number Description Qty Price
PSGP101 PocketCop PDALic 1-20 1-20 $1,423.24
PSGP101A PocketCop PDALic 21-100 21-100 $1,232.84
PSGP101B PocketCop PDALic 101+ 101+ $1,042.44
PSGP102 PocketCop PDCLic 1-100 1-100 $947.24
PSGP102A PocketCop PDCLic 101+ 101+ $471.24
PSGP103 PocketFIO PDALic 1-100 1-100 $947.24
PSGP103A PocketFIO PDALic 101+ 101+ $471.24
PSGS251 PocketCopServLic 1 $4,995
PSGS252 PocketPDCServLic 1 $1,998
PSGS253 PocketFIOServLic 1 $1,998

RQ00-341360-16A-G
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IT Consulting Services



Category Rates
Senior Network Engineer $80 per hour
Systems Engineer Consultant $120 per hour
Systems Engineer Consultant (Bulk hours) $2,500 for 25 hours

$5,000 for 50 hours
$10,000 for 100 hours
$8,000 for 100 hours to be used concurrently

Web Content/Multimedia Developer $110 SNAPS Rate $60
Internetworking/Security Consultant $150 SNAPS Rate $100
Internet Application Developer $125 SNAPS Rate $75

Added via Amendment No. 2
Mfg. Discounts
Unisys ES2000 28% from list

ES5000 28% from list
ES7000 15% from list

Cacheflow Hardware Cost + 15%
Filtering Cost + 15%
Streaming Cost + 10%
Support Cost + 10%

Contractor B - CompUSA

Name Brand/Equipment %
GSA Schedule items Cost plus 3%-13%
Non-GSA Schedule items Cost plus 6%-10%

CompUSA will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in quantities
greater than a unit of one.  ("spot buy discounts")

Contractor C – Micron Government Computer Systems

Name Brand/Equipment % Off Index
Micron Brand 5%

Unit Volume (per order basis) % Off Index (Single PO)
10 Units 5%
50 Units May be up to 10%
100 Units Additional 6% (total 11%)
500 Units Additional 7% (total 12%)
1,000 Units Additional 10% (total 15%)

Micron will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in quantities greater
than a unit of one.  ("spot buy discounts")



RQ00-341360-16A-G
Page 7

Contractor D – Software Spectrum

Global Pricing Group (GPG)
GPG 1 %

Top 100 selling products Cost plus 4%
Top 500 selling products Cost plus 8%
Distribution Products Cost plus 12.5%
If a participating public agency is eligible for either GSA or CMAS pricing, and
it's lower than the above, GSA or CMAS pricing will be extended.

Software Spectrum will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in
quantities greater than a unit of one.  ("spot buy discounts")

Contractor E – Dell Marketing

Name Brand/Equipment % Off Index
Dell Brand 7.59%
Dellware Products

Dell will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in quantities greater than
a unit of one.  ("spot buy discounts")

Contractor F – IBM Corporation

Name Brand/Equipment % Off Index
Personal Systems Group (PSG) 9%
RS/6000 26%
Printers 25%
Software Level H discount

IBM will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in quantities greater than
a unit of one.  ("spot buy discounts")

Contractor G – Gateway Companies

Name Brand/Equipment % Off Index
E-Series Products 8%
Solo Products 8%
Server Products 8%
Profile Products 8%
GP Series Products 2%

Gateway will offer additional discounts, on a transaction-by-transaction basis, for orders in quantities greater
than a unit of one.  ("spot buy discounts")



The signed Acceptance Agreements
And

Memorandum of Negotiations













  September 25, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John M Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 

Gert Paraskevin, Information Technology Director 
 
Re: Standard Purchasing Resolution 4: Tri-County Purchasing Cooperative – 

Computer Services - DynTek  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
On March 18, 2002, the City of Farmington Hills awarded a three-year contract with an 
option to renew for two (2) additional years for computer services to the lowest qualified 
bidder, DynTek.  The contract is extendable to the Tri-County Purchasing Cooperative 
of which Troy is a member.  The Information Technology Department recommends 
awarding the contract for City of Troy computer service requirements at the unit prices 
contained in Appendix A.  Such services are required on a periodic basis for network 
equipment/software implementation and upgrades.   
 
DETAIL 
 
The City of Troy currently has experience with DynTek, formerly Data Systems 
Network Corporation.  They currently maintain the City’s network servers and have 
provided computer services from time to time.  In addition, they configured and 
installed the original data network for the City in 1997.  At that time their services 
were contracted through the State of Michigan Extended Purchasing program.   
 
BUDGET 
 
Funds for this contract are available in the Information Technology operating budget 
account #258.7802.070. 
 
 
Farmington Hills Bid Summary: 
73 Bids Sent 
10 Bids Received 
  3 No Bids 
  1 Late Bid 
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Appendix A 
 

Farmington Hills Bid Tab for Computer Services 
 

 

  
Computer 
Builders  

Electronics, 
Inc Innovative 

Sterling 
2000 Lightspeed VisiCom SunTel Analysts Hi-Tech DynTek 

Labor                       

  
Equipment installations such as PC's, 
printers etc 50 32.5 65 96 85 95 75 45 55 40 

  
PC Upgrades, equipment installation 
requiring work inside a PC 50 35 65 96 85 95 75 45 75 40 

  

PC/Equipment, software upgrades, 
router configurations, layer 3/2 switches, 
security administration 120 72.44 80 144 85 125 175-200 100 95 85 

  
Network administration and 
maintenance for WAN, LAN 120 72.44 80 144 100 95 175 125 95 70 

  Equipment Repairs 50 45 65 96 85 95 75 95 75 40 
  Bundled Hours                     

      20-40 hours 15% $579.53/day 
200-499 hrs 

25% 
25-49 hrs 

25% 2% 
10 hrs 
10% 0% 10% 15% 

50-99hrs 5% 
100+ hrs 
10% 

 QUALIFIED STAFF:           

   Novell 2 2 3 1 2 2 6 10 4 5 

   Microsoft 10 
 
3 3 4 3 3 4 170 4 6 

   Compaq 10 3 6 3 2 4 6 75 10 10 

   Cisco 4 3 2 3 1 3 6 50 4 6 

    

DMS:  
Not Fully 
Staffed to 
Service 
Novell 

Network (2)         



  September 26, 2002 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  John M Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
  Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 

Gert Paraskevin, Information Technology Director 
 
Re:  Standard Purchasing Resolution 4: REMC Cooperative Purchasing Program 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Information Technology Department recommends participation in competitively bid contracts 
awarded by the Regional Education Media Center Association of Michigan (REMC).  This program was 
originated for educational organizations and historically obtains better discounts than the City could obtain 
on their own.  Some of the vendors involved in the program have extended those prices to local 
government agencies.   It is recommended that the City Manager administratively authorize the use of 
this program above the $10,000 limit when deemed to be in the City of Troy’s advantage, except for those 
“Capital” (401 account) purchases, which shall be presented for Troy City Council review and pending 
approval. 
 
DETAIL 
The REMC Statewide Cooperative Acquisitions Project is provided as a service of REMC for the schools 
of Michigan. The project provides large volume bid prices on a variety of educational resources. As a 
result of this REMC Statewide project, local schools in Michigan saved more than $23,300,000 in 2001. 
These savings and lower bid prices expand the opportunity for schools to acquire needed classroom 
resources and save taxpayers dollars.  Fortunately, some of the vendors participating in this program 
have extended the REMC pricing to State, County and Local Government agencies.   
 
Specifics of the program are as follows: 

Goals 
1. The program aims to save schools both time and money. 
2. The REMC Statewide Cooperative Acquisitions Project provides schools with bid prices, 
product information, and vendors selected through a competitive process.  
3. The program uses consistent state and national standards to select manufacturers, products, 
and vendors.  

 
Outcomes of this program: 
A. Establishes statewide educational pricing agreements that meet state bidding standards and 
allow schools to acquire computer systems and components without further bidding.  
B. Provides easy access to information and resources from bidding vendors or manufacturer.  
C. Selects products based on: quality, specifications, price and customer satisfaction. 
D. Selects vendors based on: product knowledge, support, price, and customer satisfaction. 
E. Provides specific information on manufacturer price points (volume levels), and indicates when 
schools should seek bids for special pricing.  
F. Provides manufacturer and contact information.  
G. Utilizes quality standards to ensure compatibility with school needs and networks.  
H. Provides schools with statewide volume prices regardless of order size. 

 
In the past couple of years the city has used this program for the purchase of Compaq computer 
hardware and LCD projectors.  We have found the prices to be very favorable.  For example Compaq 
offers discounts of 6% to 27% from MSRP.   The entire manufactures product list 
(commercial/educational products) plus additional higher discounted preconfigured bundles (desktops, 
laptops, servers and wireless cart solutions) are included in this contract.  There are a number of 
additional contracts that can be viewed at their website: http://www.remc.org/avbid/index.cfm. 
 
SUMMARY 
Participation in the REMC program would allow the City to take advantage of the favorable discounts 
normally only awarded to educational institutions.  This would save the City money in terms of both cost 
of purchases and time spent to carry out the bidding process. 
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September 27, 2002 
 
TO: The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM:         John Szerlag, City Manager 
 John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
                    Jeanette Bennett, Purchasing Director 
 Gert Paraskevin, Information Technology Director  

 
Subject:   Sole Source - GIS Software - ArcSDE  
 
RECOMMENDATION 
The Information Technology Department recommends the City purchase an additional piece of 
GIS software, ArcSDE, from (ESRI) Environmental Systems Research Institute.  The estimated 
cost including training is $12,250 plus $3,000 per year maintenance for the second and 
subsequent years.   Additional travel and room and board for the training will cost approximately 
$1,200. 
 
BACKGROUND 
ArcSDE plays a fundamental role in both multi-user and distributed GIS systems.  One of the 
key features of ArcSDE is to allow the management of spatial (map) data, in an industry 
standard database management system.  The standard adopted by the City is Microsoft SQL.  
Implementing this software will improve the speed that data can be accessed and managed 
over traditional methods.  The amount of GIS data the City is collecting and managing is rapidly 
growing.  As a result modifying the data becomes slower and more cumbersome.  ArcSDE 
resolves this issue by improving the speed with which data is accessed and it also allows for 
multiple people to edit the same data.  Currently only one person at a time can edit a specific 
set of data.    
 
ArcSDE makes it possible to share spatial data more widely within the organization or outside of 
the organization on the World Wide Web. It provides a variety of open application programming 
interfaces (APIs) and supports the leading spatial standards. 
 
In addition to the advantages already outlined, ArcSDE also provides a means to manage 
interfaces between GIS data and any other set of data the City maintains.   This will improve the 
amount of data that can be accessed via the GIS system in real time, thereby reducing data 
redundancy. 
 
Additional features of ArcSDE are listed in Appendix A 
 
Cost of Software:     $10,000 
Cost of Training:     $2,250 (5 days) 
Travel and room and board:  $1,200 
 
ESRI is the sole provider of this proprietary software.  ESRI has provided software and service 
for the GIS system software since 1999.   
 
BUDGET 
Funds are budgeted in the Information Technology Department capital account number 
401258.7980.030. 

City of Troy
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Appendix A 

Features 

With ArcSDE, you can benefit from many features including 

o Flexibility and Performance 

ArcSDE significantly improves the performance of a complete GIS system by 

distributing the GIS application between the database server, the client, and the 

ArcSDE application server. Performance is enhanced through storage methods that 

provide a fast and compact representation for spatial data.  

o Database Portability 

You can move data from one DBMS to another without loss of information through 

ArcSDE data export and import capabilities.  

o Schema Portability 

ArcSDE defines a single logical model for spatial data implemented on top of the 

particular physical database. ESRI GIS applications and applications developed with 

ArcSDE's Java and C API will run with little or no change regardless of the underlying 

DBMS.  

o Data Integrity 

ArcSDE manages the integrity of point, line and polygon information added to the 

database and will not allow ill-formed feature geometry to be inserted (for example a 

polygon's boundaries must be closed). In addition, ArcInfo and the ArcSDE gateway 

can be used to implement additional integrity constraints that are not practical to 

implement in the DBMS itself (for example you can add editing rules to prevent 

overlapping polygons or connectivity rules for utility networks).  

o Application Programming Interface 

ArcSDE provides GIS functions for advanced application development through open, 

high-level C and Java APIs for querying and processing spatial information.  

o Reduced Database and Application Development Costs 

ArcInfo's ArcObjects, ArcSDE's Java and C APIs, and MapObjects allow developers to 

choose the appropriate tools to quickly create focused applications and custom data 

loaders.  

 



September 24, 2002 
 
To: The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From: John Szerlag, City Manager 
 Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
 William R. Need, Public Works Director 
 
Re: Announcement of Public Hearing - 2003 Community Development Block 

Grant (CDBG) Application 
 
The Public Works Department is scheduling a Public Hearing for October 21, 
2002 for the adoption of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 2003 
application. 
 
The county has advised us to use $213,290 as our planning estimate fo r this 
program year. 
 
The following projects are being recommended for the 2003 CDBG application: 
 
Administration $5,000 
Home chore program 60,000 
Storm drain construction on Dashwood and Lovington Streets  148,290 
     Total $213,290 
 
In 2001 and 2002, approximately $258,580 had been put into the storm drain 
construction on Dashwood and Lovington Street accounts.  According to an 
Engineering Department estimate, the project on Dashwood will cost an 
estimated $644,395.00 to complete, and the Lovington project will cost an 
estimated $678,095.00 to complete. 
 
We currently have 73 low-income seniors and disabled residents on the home 
chore program.  There is currently no waiting list. 
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TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Lori Grigg Bluhm, City Attorney 
  John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager-Finance and Administration 
  
RE: Amendment to Chapter 10 Employees Retirement System –             

Prior Governmental Retirement Service 
 
DATE: September 16, 2002 
 
 
 
Administration was approached by several current employees who have prior 
governmental experience as to the means of receiving eligibility service credit for 
those years they worked for another governmental agency. There are presently 294 
governmental units in the State of Michigan that grant retirement service credits for 
eligibility purposes for prior governmental service. Those covered governmental units 
have adopted the Reciprocal Retirement Act (Act 88 of 1961). The City of Troy was 
covered under this act from 1965 through October 16, 1978, at which time the City 
decided to withdraw from the Act because any changes that were made at the State 
level would cause Troy to abide by those changes whether it benefited Troy or not.  
 
For the last several months the Retirement Board has been reviewing the Act as well 
as developing their own language that could be added to Chapter 10 Employees 
Retirement System to provide prior governmental service credit for eligibility 
purposes only. The Retirement Board and City Management decided it would be 
better to amend our Retirement Ordinance with our own language than be governed 
by the State Act. The attached ordinance to amend Chapter 10 of the Code of The 
City of Troy was approved by the Retirement Board at their September 11, 2002 
meeting and is being recommended that City Council adopt the amendment to 
Chapter 10. 
 
Throughout the memo “for eligibility purposes only” is mentioned several times 
and probably needs some further explanation. The intent of granting retirement 
service credit for prior service with a governmental unit is to permit an employee who 
has otherwise met the age requirement for retirement to pick up additional years of 
service to meet the service eligibility requirements for retirement. However, the prior 
governmental service credit will not figure into the calculation of the retirement 
benefit.  
 
An example of how it would work is as follows: 
 
John Doe is 55 years old, is currently employed by the City of Troy and has 20 years 
of service. Prior to coming to work for the City of Troy John Doe worked for another 
municipality for 5 years. If the City were to adopt the prior governmental retirement 
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service amendment, John Doe would be eligible for retirement for being age 55 with 
25 years of service. His retirement calculation would however use 20 years of service 
times his final average compensation multiplied by the factor to determine his 
retirement benefit. The cost due to John Doe receiving his pension at an earlier date 
is offset by his pension being based on a lower final average compensation and 
fewer years of service. 
 
Our actuaries have reviewed the cost to the system, and have concurred that, the 
cost has not been significant for most governmental units that have adopted the Act 
due to the restrictions of the Act. It is our opinion that the cost would be minimal 
because of the increased service time required with the City of Troy (5 years) and 
due to the fact that all new hires are covered under the Defined Contribution Plan. 
 
It is therefore the recommendation of the Retirement Board and City Administration 
that the amendment to Chapter 10 to permit prior governmental retirement service be 
approved. 
 
The City would also be able to use this benefit as a recruitment tool in the future.   



CITY OF TROY 
AN ORDINANCE TO AMEND 
CHAPTER 10 OF THE CODE 

OF THE CITY OF TROY 
 
The City of Troy ordains: 
 
Section 1.  Short Title 
 
This Ordinance shall be known and may be cited as an amendment to Chapter 10, 
Employees Retirement System, of the Code of the City of Troy.  
 
Section 2.  Amendment 
 
Chapter 10, Employees Retirement System shall be amended by adding the 
following section: 
 
4.6 Prior Governmental Retirement Service.   A member of the 

Employees Retirement System may be eligible for prior 
governmental retirement service credit if all of the following 
requirements are satisfied:   

   
A. The member must be still actively employed by the City of Troy.   

 
B. The member must have a minimum of 60 months of credited service 

acquired as a member of the Troy Employees Retirement System.  
 

C. The member must have attained the age requirements for the Troy 
Employees Retirement System.    

 
D. The member must have previously acquired credited service as a 

member of another official governmental retirement system.   
 

If all of the above requirements are satisfied, then a member who has 
not yet met the service requirements for the Troy Employees 
Retirement System shall be entitled to use his or her credited service 
from another official governmental retirement system for eligibility 
purposes only.    
 
 

Section 3.  Savings 
 
All proceedings pending, and all rights and liabilities existing, acquired or incurred, 
at the time this Ordinance takes effect, are hereby saved.  Such proceedings may 
be consummated under and according to the ordinance in force at the time such 
proceedings were commenced.  This ordinance shall not be construed to alter, 



affect, or abate any pending prosecution, or prevent prosecution hereafter instituted 
under any ordinance specifically or impliedly repealed or amended by this 
ordinance adopting this penal regulation, for offenses committed prior to the 
effective date of this ordinance; and new prosecutions may be instituted and all 
prosecutions pending at the effective date of this ordinance may be continued, for 
offenses committed prior to the effective date of this ordinance, under and in 
accordance with the provisions of any ordinance in force at the time of the 
commission of such offense. 
 
Section 4.  Severability Clause 
 
Should any word, phrase, sentence, paragraph or section of this Ordinance be held 
invalid or unconstitutional, the remaining provision of this ordinance shall remain in 
full force and effect. 
 
Section 5.  Effective Date 
 
This Ordinance shall become effective ten (10) days from the date hereof or upon 
publication, whichever shall later occur. 
 
This Ordinance is enacted by the Council of the City of Troy, Oakland County, 
Michigan, at a regular meeting of the City Council held at City Hall, 500 W. Big 
Beaver, Troy, MI, on the _______ day of _____________, 2002. 
 
 
                    ______________________________ 
                                        Matt Pryor, Mayor 
 
                                    ______________________________ 
                                     Tonni Bartholomew. City Clerk    
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DATE:  September 27, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
  Steve Vandette, City Engineer 
  Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
 
 
SUBJECT: FINAL PLAN APPROVAL –  Pearl Estates Site Condominium –  

3 units – North of Long Lake Road, West of Dequindre Road – Section 12 
 
 
Fazlullah Khan submitted a Final Plan for the proposed single-family residential 
development known as Pearl Estates Site Condominium.  The subject property involves 
a 1.57-acre assembly, including part of lot 4 and lot 5 of Jennings Subdivision, within 
the R-1C zoning district, being north of Long Lake Road and west of Dequindre Road.  
Windmill Drive extends to the south from the Orchard Estates Site Condominium to 
provide access to the home sites. The subject plan utilizes the lot averaging provisions 
and includes three (3) units and a detention basin.  Documentation from the petitioner's 
consultant and city environmental staff indicate no occurrence of wetlands and/or 
natural features on the subject property.  In addition, building elevations of the proposed 
homes are included for informational purposes.   
 
City Council granted Preliminary Plan Approval on August 20, 2001.  The petitioner 
executed the contract for installation of municipal improvements and provided the 
required escrow deposits and cash fees.  The proposed site condominium complies with 
all applicable ordinance requirements.  City Management recommends approval of the 
Final Plan for Pearl Estates Site Condominium. 
 
 
Attachments 
 

Cc: Petitioner 
File/Pearl Estates 

 
MFM/dav 
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UNPLATTED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT LEVELS OF APPROVAL 
 

Preliminary Plan Approval  
A sign is placed on the property informing the public of the proposed development. 
Adjacent property owners are notified by mail 
Public meeting held by Planning Commission for review and recommendation to City Council 
City Council reviews and approvals plan 
 
The following items are addressed at Preliminary Plan Approval: 

• Street Pattern, including potential stub streets for future development 
• Potential development pattern for adjacent properties 
• Fully dimensioned residential parcel layout, including proposed building configurations 

o Number of lots 
o Building setbacks 
o Lot dimensions 
o Locations of easements 

• Preliminary sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and water main layout 
• Environmental Impact Statement (if required) 
• Location(s) of wetlands on the property 
 

Final Plan Approval 
Notice sign is posted on site 
City Council review and approval of: 

• Final Plan 
• Contract for Installation of Municipal Improvements (Private Agreement) 
 

The following items are addressed at Final Plan Approval: 
• Fully dimensioned plans of the total property proposed for development, prepared by 

registered Civil Engineer or Land Surveyor 
• Corners of all proposed residential parcels and other points as necessary to determine 

that the potential parcels and building configurations will conform with ordinance 
requirements 

• Warranty Deeds and Easement documents, in recordable form for all ROW. and 
easements which are to be conveyed to the public 

• Construction plans for all utilities and street improvements, prepared in accordance 
with City Engineering Design Standards: 

o Sanitary and Storm sewer 
o Water mains 
o Detention / Retention basins 
o Grading and rear yard drainage 
o Paving and widening lanes 
o Sidewalk and driveway approaches 

• Approval from other government agencies involved with the development 
• Verification of wetlands and M.D.E.Q. permit if necessary 
• Financial guarantees to insure the construction of required improvements and the 

placement of proper property and parcel monuments and markers shall be furnished 
by the petitioner prior to submittal of the Final Plan to the City Council for review and 
approval 

• Floor Plans and Elevations of the proposed residential units 
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Parks and Recreation Advisory Board – FINAL                                        June 13, 2002 

 
 

PARKS AND RECREATION ADVISORY BOARD 
Minutes of June 13, 2002 

 
 
Present:    Jeff Stewart, member  Larry Jose, member 
   Orestes Kaltsounis, member Gary Hauff, member 
   Robert O’Brien, member  Tom Krent, member 
   Stu Alderman, staff   Jeff Biegler, staff 
   Carol K. Anderson, staff 
 
 
Absent: Doug Bordas, Kathleen Fejes, John Goetz, Lucy Lu. 
 
Visitors: Scott Mercer, Mary Bogush, Deana Ned. 
 
New Business 
 

A. Tree Ordinance – A draft of the new Tree Ordinance plan was discussed.  
The new ordinance allows for penalties if the Tree Preservation Plan that was 
submitted is not followed.  It also allows for some species of Elm and requires 
the protective barrier to include the drip line on adjacent property.   

B. Teen Committee – Scott Mercer met with teens to discuss what they would 
like to see offered in terms of recreation.  The key issue was a skatepark.  
The teens were frustrated with the amount of time it is taking to get it 
approved and then to build it.  Other topics discussed were “Teen Nights” and 
lock-ins.  They plan to meet again in July.   

C. Elections - Tom Krent nominated Larry Jose for Chairman of the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board.  His nomination was supported by Jeff Stewart. 

Ayes:All   Nays:  None 
MOTION CARRIED 

 
Robert O’Brien nominated Kathleen Fejes to be co-chair of the Parks and 
Recreation Advisory Board.  Tom Krent supported that nomination.   

   Ayes:  All   Nays:  None 
   MOTION CARRIED 
 

D. Park Board Ordinance – Proposed changes to the Park Board Ordinance will 
change the length of service terms for the special interest groups, i.e. Troy 
Daze, School Board and Senior Advisory Committee, to allow appointment 
annually.  This better coincides with those groups memberships and 
elections.  Other changes were grammatical and numbering.   
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Parks and Recreation Advisory Board – FINAL                                        June 13, 2002 

OLD BUSINESS 
A. Liability Insurance for Special Use – The City cannot provide insurance for 

Special Use through our insurance however, a group can be directed to an 
insurer that does.   

 
Member Comments – Gary Hauff noticed brochures at Embassy Suites hotel for water 
parks.  He suggested that we put our brochure there for the Aquatic Center and market 
Troy through the local hotels and credit unions.   
 
Staff Reports 

A. Directors Report –  The Community Center has sold approximately 3500 
passes to date.  The last week of May there were 9,000 visitors to the 
building.   

 
The Planning Commission reviewed the site plan for Section 1 Golf Course.  
They want it to be environmentally sensitive and expressed interest in it being 
an Audubon Signature Course.  Mary Bogush expressed concerns about the 
golf course development and its effect on wildlife and the necessity of the 
project to remove trees in the southeast quadrant.  Carol Anderson will send 
additional information to the Park Board regarding this matter.   

 
A motion by Tom Krent, supported by Larry Jose, that there will not be a July or an 
August meeting of the Parks and Recreation Advisory board unless a need arises for 
the meeting.   
 
   Ayes:  All  Nays:  None 
   MOTION CARRIED 
 

B  Recreation Report – Summer programs begin Monday, June 17.  We will also  
be planning Jamfest, the Summer Concerts and Family Festival.   

 
C  Parks Report – The Nature Center is essentially complete.  We will be holding  
     a meeting there this fall.   

 
The meeting was adjourned at 9 p.m. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
______________________________ 
Mary Peltier 



 

 

HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MINUTES-DRAFT  JULY 23, 2002 
 
SINGLE AGENDA MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:37 P.M. ON TUESDAY, JULY 23, 2002. 
 
PRESENT:   Kevin Danielson, Chair 
    Dorothy Scott 
    Paul Lin 
    Marjorie Biglin 
    Wilson (Deane) Blythe 
    Jacque Nixon 
 
STAFF:    John M Skeens, Education Coordinator/Museum 
    Lori Bluhm, City Attorney 
    Brian Stoutenburg, Library/Museum Director 
    Mark Stimac, Director of Building Zoning 
 
GUESTS:   Kelly Watson, Gerald Yurk and Assoc. 
    Jack Turner, Hist. Comm. Member, Ad hoc Chairman 

 
Item #1 – A discussion and review of  plans as presented by Mark Stimac of the Building and Zoning 
Department for the movement of the church and parsonage and to set approval of the proposed 
resolution statement. 
 
Paul Lin read his motion/letter and a discussion of the  Right of Way and a master thoroughfare plan.  Lin 
inquired as to what criteria was used to develop the “master” plan and  widening of Square Lake.  Noted 
that the north side of Square Lake Rd. is greater than 60 ft.   It was noted that the Historical Corridor/Troy 
Corners structures were  impacted by the newer structures on the road which do not  fit in. Development 
of the remaining site was discussed and noted that the ad hoc committee was formed specifically to 
address the master plan. 
 
City Council approved the sale of the Krell property with the intention that  the money  from the sale be 
used toward building a  park on the church and parsonage site and that a descriptive narrative  of  Troy 
Corners be installed at the site.  Lori Bluhm stated that the HDC is to retain control of site designation.  
Also noted that Chapter 13 governed structures of exterior only.  Interior suggestions of HDC should go 
through the ad hoc comm.  City Council to determine final site plan approval. 
 
Money spent was a concern raised by Paul Lin.  Chair, Kevin Danielson stated that cost is not the 
responsibility of HDC.  Dorothy Scott concerned with the emotional impact to the community if the site is 
moved.  Jacque Nixon’s response was that the building will deteriorate if it is not moved.  Comments were 
made that if the buildings remained at Square Lake, there would be extensive costs associated with 
running two separate historical areas, i.e. security, employment and maintenance.  It was also noted that 
the cost to renovate the existing site would exceed 850K. 
 
Amendment proposal.  Conditional approval discouraged. 
 

Motion by Dean Blythe to add additional language to the proposed resolution. 
 HDC designation of the buildings to the Village Green area. 
 Square Lake Property to be used as a park.   

 
 Seconded by Jacque Nixon.   Language redrafted and agreed. 
 

RESOLUTION: 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Troy has filed an application to move the historic church and parsonage 
from its current location at 90 E. Square Lake Road and 110 E. Square Lake Road to the Troy 
Museum and Historic Village, located at 60 W. Wattles Road; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission for the City of Troy has reviewed the structures in 
question and are aware of the structures in relation to adjacent structures; and 
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WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission has reviewed the Troy Church and Parsonage 
Relocation and Historic Restoration plan, as submitted by Gerald Yurk; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission has also reviewed proposed site plans for the 
relocation of the historic structures to the Troy Museum and Historic Village, located at 60 W. 
Wattles Road; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission is satisfied that retention of the historic structures in 
their current location, at 90 and 110 E. Square Lake Road, Troy, Michigan would cause undue 
financial hardship to the City of Troy, and that moving the structures to 60 W. Wattles Road would 
materially improve this financial hardship; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission is satisfied that retention of the historic structures at 
90 and 110 E. Square Lake Road, Troy, Michigan, in the short and long term analysis of factors, 
is not the best alternative for the preservation of the structure; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission is satisfied that under the current City of Troy 
Ordinances, the proposed move of the historic structures from their current location to 60 W. 
Wattles Road will still subject the historic structures to the regulation of the Troy Historic District 
Commission, as set forth in Chapter 13 of the City of Troy ordinances; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission has also appointed representatives to serve on an 
ad hoc committee, comprised of delegates of the Troy Historic District Commission, Troy 
Historical Commission and the Troy Historical Society, which shall serve as an oversight 
committee to ensure that the historic church and parsonage will replicate its historic roots in 
design, environmental character, and scale to its state in the late 1800 to early 1900’s;   

 
NOW THEREFORE, the Troy Historic District Commission approves the application of the City of 
Troy to move the historic church and parsonage from their current locations at 90 and 110 E. 
Square Lake Road, Troy, MI to the Troy Museum and Historic Village, located at 60 W. Wattles 
Road, in the City of Troy; provided that the Square Lake property will be used as a park which will 
be developed consistent with historic nature to provide information and interpretation of the entire 
Troy Corners area.  

  
The Chair of the Historic District Commission is therefore authorized to sign a certificate of 
approval, which shall be attached to the application for a building permit and immediately 
transmitted to the City of Troy Director of Building and Zoning.  The Chair of the Historic District 
Commission is further authorized to stamp the application submitted to the Historic District 
Commission signifying the approval.   

 
Vote taken to add language and to pass the proposed resolution: 
 
 Dorothy Scott  No 
 Paul Lin  Yes 
 Dean Blythe  Yes 
 Jacque Nixon  Yes 
 Kevin Danielson Yes 
 Margie Biglin  Yes 
  
 Motion Passed 
 
The Historic District Commission meeting adjourned at 9:50 p.m. 
 
Respectively Submitted 
Marjorie A. Biglin, Secretary   
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The Chairman, Michael Hutson, called the meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals to 
order at 7:30 P.M. on Tuesday, August 20, 2002. 
 
PRESENT: Kenneth Courtney  ALSO PRESENT: Mark Stimac 
  Christopher Fejes     Allan Motzny 

Marcia Gies      Pam Pasternak 
  Michael Hutson       
  Matthew Kovacs 
  Mark Maxwell 
  Cindy Pennington 
 
ITEM #1 – APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MEETING OF JULY 16, 2002 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to approve the minutes of the meeting of July 16, 2002 as written. 
 
Yeas:  5 – Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Courtney 
Abstain: 2 – Fejes, Pennington 
 
MOTION TO APPROVE MINUTES OF MEETING OF JULY 16, 2002 CARRIED 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Pennington 
 
MOVED, to approve Items 2 through 4 and Items 6 and 7 in accordance with the 
suggested resolutions as presented by City Staff. 
 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
ITEM #2  - MOVED, to grant the request of MG Acquisitions, 2555 Crooks Road, a 
three (3) year renewal of their variance for relief of the 6’ high masonry-screening wall 
required along the west property line. 
 

• There is an existing 6’ high fence at this location. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 
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ITEM #3 – MOVED, to grant the request of Crooks Office L.L.C., 2585 Crooks Road, a 
three (3) year renewal of relief granted by this Board to maintain a 6’ high stockade 
fence in lieu of the decorative masonry screening-wall required along the west property 
line of their site that abuts residential zoned property. 
 

• There is an existing 6’ high fence at this location. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 

 
ITEM #4 - MOVED, to grant the request of Oak Manor, Inc., 2316 John R., a three (3) 
year renewal of relief granted by this Board of the requirement for a 4’-6” high masonry 
screening-wall along the east and south areas of their parking lot where they are 
adjacent to residential zoned property. 
 

• Adjacent properties are used for non-single family residential uses. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file 

 
ITEM #6 - MOVED, to grant the request of Mick Blunden, Detroit Edison, 3080 John R., 
a three (3) year renewal for relief of the landscaped berms required along the north, 
west and east property lines. 
 

• There are several mature trees providing screening. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 

 
ITEM #7 - MOVED, to grant the request of PSI Holdings, Inc. 2525 Crooks Road, a 
three (3) year renewal of their variance for relief of the 6’ high masonry-screening wall 
required along the west and south property line where it abuts residential zoned 
property. 
 

• There is an existing 6’ high fence at this location. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no complaints or objections on file. 

 
ITEM #5 - Village Green Management, 2330-2488 John R.  Petitioner is requesting 
renewal of relief granted by this Board to maintain a 5’ high berm in lieu of a wall along 
the north property line and their northern 300’ of the east property line where off-street 
parking abuts residential.  The Zoning Ordinance requires a 4’-6” high masonry 
screening-wall at this location.  This Board has granted this relief since 1990.  This item 
last appeared before this Board in August 1999 and was granted a three (3) year 
renewal at that time.  Conditions remain the same and we have no objections or 
complaints on file.  The petitioners have now submitted a request to make this a 
permanent variance.  They have submitted photographs showing the condition of the 
substantial berm that exists on the site.  Mr. Stimac indicated that the photos are a 
correct representation of the conditions and that the adjacent use of the property is a  
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ITEM #5 – con’t.   
fully developed single residential subdivision.  It is believed that this use will remain for 
the foreseeable future. 
 
Mary Fogo, representing Village Green Management, was present and stated she had 
nothing to add. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Maxwell 
 
MOVED, to grant Village Green Management, 2330-2488 John R., a permanent 
variance for relief to maintain a 5’ high berm in lieu of a wall along the north property 
line and their northern 300’ of the east property line where off-street parking abuts 
residential. 
 

• Adjacent properties are fully developed in a single- family subdivision and will 
remain so. 

• Landscaping has matured and provides a natural buffer. 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 

 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VILLAGE GREEN MANAGEMENT A PERMANENT VARIANCE 
CARRIED 
 
ITEM #8 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MR. KENT MELLEBRAND, 1065 HARTLAND, 
for relief to construct a 576 square foot detached garage that would result in 896 square 
feet of accessory building where 600 square feet are permitted. 
 
The Chairman moved this item to the end of the agenda, Item #13, to allow the 
petitioner the opportunity to be present. 
 
ITEM #9 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MAPLEWOOD COURT L.L.C., 440 E. MAPLE 
(PROPOSED ADDRESS), for relief to construct an 11,928 square foot multi-tenant light 
industrial building with parking in the front setback where a 50’ landscaped front yard is 
required by Paragraph L of Section 31.30.00. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct an 11,928 
square foot multi-tenant light industrial building with parking in the front setback where a 
50’ landscaped front yard is required by Paragraph L of Section 31.30.00. 
 
This item first appeared before this Board at the meeting of July 16, 2002 and was 
postponed to allow the petitioner the opportunity of a full Board, and also to allow the 
petitioner to present the Board with an alternative plan concerning the north driveway.  
A revised plan showing a smaller building with a revised driveway location has been 
submitted.  Mr. Stimac explained that the driveway has been moved out of the front yard  
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ITEM #9 – con’t. 
setback on Maple.  Mr. Stimac also indicated that the petitioner has gone with a one-
way driveway system, angled parking to the north and have by a reduction in the 
building size and the one-way driveway system, increased the greenbelt area in this 
front setback to 15’.     
 
Mr. Paul Siver and Mr. Jeff Tenniswood were present.  Mr. Siver stated that they have 
met with the Planning Department and believe this revised plan would decrease the size 
of the paved surface and feels that this is a very workable plan. 
 
Mr. Maxwell stated that he really likes the revised plan, and asked if it would be possible 
to get a turn right only sign leaving the northern driveway? 
 
Mr. Courtney asked about the size of the building in the current proposal and the plan 
approved in 2000.  Mr. Stimac indicated that the current plan is for a 11,289 square foot 
building and the plan in 2000 was for a 9,540 square foot building. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There is one written objection on file.  There are no written approvals on file. 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Pennington 
 
MOVED, to grant Maplewood Court, L.L.C., 440 E. Maple (proposed address) a 
variance for relief to construct an 11,289 square foot multi-tenant light industrial building 
with parking in the front setback where a 50’ landscaped front yard is required by 
Paragraph L of Section 30.30.00. 
 

• Petitioner to consult appropriate City Staff regarding the feasibility of a “Right 
Turn Only” sign exiting the driveway. 

• The corner lot location and shallow depth of the property make compliance 
burdensome.  

• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance will not cause an adverse effect to surrounding property. 
• Variance does not establish a prohibited use. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Maxwell, Pennington, Fejes, Gies, Hutson, Kovacs 
Nays:  1 – Courtney 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
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ITEM #10 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  BENJAMIN TEPES, 2024 HARNED, for relief 
to construct an attached garage to a non-conforming structure. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct an attached 
garage.  The site plan submitted indicates that the existing house has a 1.8’ rear yard 
setback and 1.7’ side yard setback.  Section 30.10.05 requires a 40’ rear yard setback, 
an 8’ minimum side yard setback and a minimum 20’ total for both side yard setbacks.  
The existing house is classified as a legal non-conforming structure.  The proposed 
attached garage would expand the non-conformity with a 22’ rear yard setback, a 6’ 
side yard setback and a 7.7’ total for both side yards.  The expansions of the non-
conforming structure are prohibited by Section 40.50.04. 
 
In June 2002 a variance was granted to construct a detached garage in a side yard 
where a rear yard location is required.  A new plan has been submitted revising the 
construction to make this an attached garage. 
 
Mr. Courtney asked if the location of the garage has moved since the first request.  Mr. 
Stimac explained that the detached garage was 10’ north of the house. 
 
Mr. Tepes was present and stated that he wishes to improve the value of his property 
and he believes he can accomplish this by attaching the garage rather than putting up a 
detached garage.  Mr. Tepes does not believe that a detached garage would be as 
convenient or attractive as an attached garage.  He also stated that the attached 
arrangement would allow him to get from the house to the garage through the protection 
of the covered porch. 
 
Mr. Courtney asked if Mr. Tepes would consider moving the garage further south and 
Mr. Tepes stated he would like to keep this location, in order to enjoy the small 
backyard that he has. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are no written objections or approvals on file. 
 
Motion by Pennington 
Supported by Courtney 
 
MOVED, to grant Benjamin Tepes, 2024 Harned a variance for relief to construct an 
attached garage, which will result in a 22’ rear yard setback, a 6’ side yard setback and 
a 7.7’ total for both side yards. 
 

• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance would not have an adverse effect to surrounding properties. 
• The location of the existing home makes compliance difficult. 
• Conformance to the Ordinance would be unnecessarily burdensome. 
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ITEM #10 – Con’t. 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM #11 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  KIMBERLY TEKIP, 1183 HARTLAND, for 
relief to split a parcel of land into two lots in the R-1E Zoning District. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to split a parcel of land in the 
R-1E Zoning District.  Section 30.10.06 of the Ordinance requires a minimum lot area of 
7,500 square feet.  The proposed lot split would result in two lots, each with an area of 
only 6,600 square feet. 
 
Mr. Eric Salswedel of SDA Architects, was present and stated that Ms. Tekip came to 
them and stated that they did not want to redevelop the existing house, but wished to  
re-describe the lots to make them more like the surrounding lots.  Mr. Salswedel also 
indicated that if they re-developed the structure on the existing lot, it would look out of 
place, as it would be larger than the existing homes in the area.  Mr. Salswedel also 
stated that by splitting the lots, they would not be over developed. 
 
Mr. Courtney asked what the hardship was other than financial gain and Mr. Salswedel 
stated that it would be because the homeowners did not want to develop a non-
conforming structure.  Mr. Salswedel also stated that this split would be in keeping with 
the area. 
 
Mr. Fejes asked Mr. Stimac if this was a non-conforming lot.  Mr. Stimac explained that 
the existing lot complies with the requirements of the Ordinance.  Mr. Fejes also asked 
what the hardship would be and Mr. Salswedel stated that he had already given the 
reasons. 
 
Mr. Maxwell asked what size the other lots in the area and Mr. Stimac explained that 
this subdivision was originally platted in the 1920’s and was platted with 40’ lots.  A 
majority of the houses utilized two lots to make up one, and also that some of the 
property owners used three lots to make up one lot.  Mr. Stimac also pointed out that 
the house right next door to this property was on a 40’ lot.  Mr. Maxwell then asked what 
size the lots were directly behind this property and Mr. Stimac stated that they are each 
60’ wide and 120’ deep. 
 
Mrs. Gies asked what the requirements were regarding setbacks for new construction 
on these lots.  Mr. Stimac replied that in the R-1E Zoning classification, a 25’ front yard 
setback, 35’ rear and the sides are a minimum of 5’ with a total of 15’.  Because of the 
location of this lot, it is a double front corner lot and would require a 25’ setback from 
Hartland and a 25’ setback from Daley.  Mr. Stimac further stated that the building 
envelope on the corner lot would be 1500 square feet. 
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ITEM #11 – con’t. 
Mrs. Pennington stated that the two lots to the north are 60’ x 120’ and have new homes 
built on them and asked if they were legal non-conforming lots.  Mr. Stimac stated that 
the Zoning Ordinance states that a lot of record, independently owned can be built on 
without a need for a variance.  However, when someone owns a series of lots in one 
contiguous parcel, the owner is not allowed to split the lots to create non-conforming 
lots.   
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are two (2) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections on file. 
 
Mr. Kovacs asked if the petitioner planned to tear down the existing structure and re-
build on one of the other lots.  Mr. Salswedel stated that they wished to re-build on the 
same lot, and build another home on the other lot, which they would sell. 
 
Mr. Hutson stated that he feels that this request is going in the wrong direction, in that 
the petitioner is asking to go smaller and create non-conforming lots.  Mr. Hutson also 
stated that he did not believe the petitioner demonstrated a hardship with the land. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Fejes 
 
MOVED, to deny the request of Kimberly Tekip, 1183 Hartland, for relief to split a parcel 
of land in the R-1E Zoning District, which would result in two lots, each with an area of 
only 6,600 square feet where 7,500 square feet is required. 
 

• Petitioner did not demonstrate a hardship. 
• Variance would have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 
• Variance would result in the creation of non-conforming lots. 

 
Yeas:  6 – Courtney, Fejes, Gies, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell 
Nays:  1 – Pennington 
 
MOTION TO DENY REQUEST CARRIED 
 
ITEM #12 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  FERNLEIGH DEVELOPMENT LLC, 3668 
FERNLEIGH, 3682 FERNLEIGH, 3696 FERNLEIGH (PROPOSED ADDRESSES), for 
relief to construct three (3) single family homes on two existing 80’ wide lots and one lot 
which is 82.92’ wide. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct three (3) single-
family homes on two existing 80’ wide lots and a third lot which is 82.92’ wide (as 
measured at the front setback line).  These parcels are located in an R-1C Zoning 
District.  Section 30.10.04 of the Zoning Ordinance requires an 85’ minimum lot width in  
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ITEM #12 – con’t. 
the R-1C Zoning District.  In December of 2001 a split request was submitted and 
approved by the City Assessor’s Office to split the property into the parcels currently 
shown.  However the lots fail to meet the minimum lot width requirement.  The petitioner 
is now applying for building permits for the three homes and those permits have been 
denied because of the width deficiency. 
 
Mr. Joe Maniaci was present and stated that when the property was purchased the City 
told them that they would be able to get four (4) legal lot splits.  Subsequently, after the 
property was purchased and split, they sold the existing home that was there.  Mr. 
Maniaci indicated that he was not aware that he could not build on this property until he 
submitted for his building permits.  Mr. Maniaci also stated that if he had known he did 
not have enough room to build, he would have taken down the garage on the existing 
home and that would have given him the room he required, however he can no longer 
do this as the property has been sold.  Mr. Maniaci also indicated that the proposed 
homes meet all the setback requirements of the Ordinance and also that the homes will 
be in keeping with the other homes in the area. 
 
Mr. Maxwell asked about access to Parcel B of this proposal and Mr. Maniaci replied 
that access to the back of this parcel will be from the newly developed street, 
Springtime to the east.  Mr. Maxwell asked if Mr. Maniaci planned to build a home at the 
front of the lot, and Mr. Maniaci stated he did.   
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There is one written objection on file.  There are no written approvals on file. 
 
Motion by Kovacs 
Supported by Maxwell 
 
MOVED, to grant Fernleigh Development, L.L.C., 3668 Fernleigh, 3682 Fernleigh, 3696 
Fernleigh, (proposed addresses) relief to construct three (3) single-family homes on two 
existing 80’ wide lots and one lot which is 82.92’ wide. 

 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance will not cause an adverse effect on surrounding property. 
• Conformance will be unnecessarily burdensome. 
• There was sufficient width in the original parcel to develop four building sites. 

 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO GRANT REQUEST CARRIED 
 
Mr. Hutson stated that there was a request from Mr. Murray Scott at 3831 Kingspoint for 
reconsideration of his request of May 21, 2002 regarding the height of an amateur radio 
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tower.  Mr. Hutson stated that the petitioner had submitted additional documents for the 
Board’s review. 
 
Mr. Stimac stated that there are special circumstances in the Zoning Ordinances when 
considering the height of amateur radio towers.  In the original motion from May of 
2002, the Board indicated that the petitioner failed to meet the requirements of Section 
43.80.00.  Mr. Stimac also stated that the documents submitted by the petitioner in 
seeking reconsideration specifically address the issue of being able to communicate 
with a tower that is 25’ tall.  Mr. Stimac also stated that it is up to the Board to determine 
whether the information provided is enough to justify re-consideration of this request. 
 
Mr. Hutson stated that under the “Roberts Rules of Order”, those that voted to deny are 
the only ones who can move to reconsider this action. 
 
Mr. Maxwell asked Mr. Scott if he would be able to accept any tower, which would be 
less than 50’.  Mr. Scott stated that he probably should have asked for a tower that was 
75’ high in order to allow him to communicate more completely.   Mr. Scott also stated 
that he would be able to reach a much greater area with a higher tower.  Mr. Maxwell 
also pointed out that in one of the documents provided by Mr. Scott stated “local 
authorities may adopt regulations pertaining to placement, screening or height of 
antennas if such regulations are based on health, safety or aesthetic considerations”.  
Mr. Maxwell also pointed out that a number of Mr. Scott’s neighbors were present and 
objected to this antenna.   
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to reconsider the request of Mr. Murray Scott, 3831 Kingspoint for relief to 
construct a 50’ high amateur radio tower. 
 

• To allow the petitioner the opportunity of a full board. 
• New evidence presented by the petitioner. 

 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO APPROVE RECONSIDERATION OF MR. MURRAY SCOTT’S REQUEST 
CARRIED. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Fejes 
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MOVED, to postpone the request of Mr. Murray Scott, 3831 Kingspoint, for relief of the 
Zoning Ordinance to construct a 50’ high radio antenna structure until the next regularly 
scheduled meeting of September 17, 2002. 
 

• To allow the Building Department to inform the residents that this matter is being 
reconsidered by this Board. 

 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO POSTPONE REQUEST UNTIL THE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 17, 
2002 CARRIED. 
 
ITEM # 13 – (ITEM #8) – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MR. KENT MELLEBRAND, 1065 
HARTLAND, for relief to construct a 576 square foot detached garage that would result 
in 896 square feet of accessory building where 600 square feet are permitted. 
 
Motion by Fejes 
Supported by Courtney 
 
MOVED, to postpone the request of Mr. Kent Mellebrand, 1065 Hartland, until the 
meeting of September 17, 2002, for relief to construct a 576 square foot detached 
garage that would result in 896 square feet of accessory building where 600 square feet 
are permitted. 
 

• To allow the petitioner the opportunity to be present. 
• If petitioner is not present at the next meeting, the Board will take a final vote. 

 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO POSTPONE REQUEST UNTIL THE MEETING OF SEPTEMBER 17, 
2002 CARRIED 
 
The Board of Zoning Appeals meeting adjourned at 8:36 P.M. 
 
 
 
 
MS/pp 
 
 



 

 

DRAFT   Meeting Minutes 
 

 
A meeting of the Downtown Development Authority was held on Wednesday, August 
21, 2002, in the Lower Level Conference Room of Troy City Hall, 500 W. Big Beaver 
Troy, Michigan.  The meeting was called to order at 7:35 a.m. 
 
PRESENT:  Michael Culpepper 
   Michele Hodges 
   William Kennis 
   Alan Kiriluk 
   Daniel MacLeish 
   Nick Najjar 
   Matt Pryor 
   Ernest Reschke 
   Douglas Schroeder – left at 8:10  
   G. Thomas York 
 
ABSENT:  Clarke Maxson 
   Carol Price 
   Stuart Frankel 
 
ALSO PRESENT: John Szerlag 
   James Nash 
   Doug Smith 
   Lori Grigg Bluhm 
   Mark Miller 
   Robert C. Bendzinski, Bendzinski & Co. 
   Linda Bloch,  Miro, Weiner & Kramer 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Resolution: 02-26 
Moved by: MacLeish 
Seconded by: Hodges 
 
RESOLVED, That the minutes of the July 17, 2002 regular meeting be approved. 
 
Yeas:  All (10) 
Absent: Frankel, Maxson, Price 
 
OLD BUSINESS 
 
Review of Economic Model Results 
 
Chairman Kiriluk led a discussion regarding the subcommittee’s finding that an  
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economically feasible model for the redevelopment of the Civic Center site does exist. 
 
Moved by: Hodges 
Seconded by: Kennis 
 
RESOLVED, That the Troy Downtown Development Authority finds that an 
economically viable model exists for the development of the Civic Center site and 
requests approval by Troy City Council to execute a Request for Proposal (RFP), and 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That : 

1.) The subcommittee perform additional research on the proposed outside public 
funding. 

2.) The subcommittee investigate land lease arrangements as well as land sales. 
3.) A listing of DDA board members. 

 
VOTE ON AMMENDMENT 
 
Resolution : 02-27 
Moved by: Pryor 
Seconded by: MacLeish 
 
RESOLVED,  That the resolution be amended by inserting the following constraint: 

1.) The DDA review and revise, after consideration of items 1 & 2 above, the      
Resolution prior to submission to the City Council. 
 

YEAS: Culpepper, MacLeish, Najjar, Pryor 
NAYS:   Hodges, Kennis, Kiriluk, Reschke, York 
 
MOTION FAILED 
 
VOTE ON MAIN MOTION 
 
YEAS: Culpepper, Hodges, Kennis, Kiriluk, Najjar, Pryor, Reschke, York 
NAY:   MacLeish 
 
MOTION  CARRIED 
 
 
 
 
NEW BUSINESS 
 
Resolution Authorizing Sale of Community Center Facilities Bonds, Series 2002 
 
Resolution: 02-28 



 

 

Moved by: Kennis 
Seconded by: Najjar 
 
RESOLVED, That the Downtown Development Authority of the City of Troy approve 
the Resolution authorizing the sale of of not to exceed $9,700,000 Community Center 
Facilities Bonds, Series 2002, and that a copy of the Resolution be attached to the 
original minutes of this meeting. 
 
Yeas: All (9) 
Absent: Frankel, Maxson, Price, Schroeder 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
Several citizens addressed the Authority. 
 
EXCUSE ABSENT MEMBERS 
 
Resolution: 02-29 
Moved by: Pryor 
Seconded by: York 
 
RESOLVED, That Frankel, Maxson, Price, and Schroeder be excused. 
 
Yeas: All (9) 
Absent: Frankel, Maxson, Price and Schroeder 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:50 a.m. 
 
Next Meeting September 18, 2002 @ 7:30 a.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
     __________________________________________ 
     Alan Kiriluk, Chairman 
 
 
     __________________________________________ 
     John M. Lamerato,  Secretary/Treasurer 
 
 
 
 
JN for JL/py  

 



 

 

 
HISTORIC DISTRICT COMMISSION MINUTES-DRAFT  AUGUST 27, 2002 
 
SINGLE AGENDA MEETING CALLED TO ORDER AT 7:38 P.M. ON TUESDAY, AUGUST 27, 2002. 
 
PRESENT:   Kevin Danielson, Chair 
    Dorothy Scott 
    Paul Lin 
    Marjorie Biglin 
    Wilson (Deane) Blythe 
    Jacque Nixon 
 
STAFF:    John M Skeens, Education Coordinator/Museum 
    Lori Bluhm, City Attorney 
    Brian Stoutenburg, Library/Museum Director 
    Lorraine Campbell, Acting Museum Manager 
    Mark Stimac, Director of Building Zoning 
     
 
GUESTS:   Gerald Yurk, Gerald Yurk and Assoc., Project Manager 
    Kelly Watson, Gerald Yurk and Assoc. 
     

 
Item #1 - Discussion and review drawings and report provided by Gerald J. Yurk and Associates of the 
movement of Church and Parsonage  presently located on Square Lake. 
 
Paul Lin felt that the blue prints and report were untimely received.  He also felt the movement to the 
Village Green seemed to be conflict of church and state.  Paul Lin wanted the church (if moved to the 
green) to be set back further. Mr. Yurk stated cost was the major factor not to move church back at 
Village Green due to major electrical line movement would be  involved. 
 
Dorothy Scott re-iterated her concern to keep the church and parsonage at the current site. 
 
Mr. Yurk  investigation as to the  year the church originally constructed was based upon materials used at 
the time and the subsequent additions made to the buildings. 
 
Discussion of handicapped access.  Comments made by Lin, Biglin and Blythe.  Was determined that the 
layout was in compliance with building requirements. An informal meeting of the HDC  was recommended 
by Paul Lin to further discuss the plans was discouraged by Lori Bluhm, City Attorney who reminded Mr. 
Lin that this would not be in compliance with the “open meetings” law. 
 
Blythe commented if  anyone had any other comments or concerns  with the drawings etc.  There were 
none. 
 

Motion by Deane Blythe to add “Where As” clause to resolution approval. 
 
Seconded by Jacque Nixon. 

 
Dorothy Scott concerned and wanted a second vote for the movement or non-movement of the church 
and parsonage. 
 

Motion by Blythe to ad “Where As” clause rescinded. 
 

Motion by Dorothy Scott to change vote.  No second to the motion. 
 

Motion by Deane Blythe to add “Where As” clause to proposed resolution as follows: 
 
 “WHERE AS”, the Historic District Commission is satisfied that under the current City of  
 Ordinances, the proposed move of the historic structures from their current location to 60  
 W. Wattles Road will still subject the historic structures to the regulation of the Troy  
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 Historic District Commission, as set forth in Chapter 13 of the City of Troy ordinances; and” 
 

Seconded by Jacque Nixon. 
 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION  
 

WHEREAS, the City of Troy has filed an application to move the historic church and parsonage 
from its current location at 90 E. Square Lake Road and 110 E. Square Lake Road to the Troy 
Museum and Historic Village, located at 60 W. Wattles Road; and  

  
WHEREAS, the application has now been supplemented with construction documents, including 
a site plan, building plans, specifications and historic briefs used as a basis of design, which have 
been prepared by architect Gerald J. Yurk of Gerald Yurk & Associates; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission is satisfied that under the current City of Troy 
Ordinances, the proposed move of the historic structures from their current location to 60 W. 
Wattles Road will still subject the historic structures to the regulation of the Troy Historic District 
Commission, as set forth in Chapter 13 of the City of Troy ordinances; and  

 
WHEREAS, the Historic District Commission for the City of Troy finds the supplemental 
documents to be in keeping with the goals of Chapter 13 of the City of Troy ordinances and the 
Historic District Commission’s earlier resolution of July 23, 2002;  

 
NOW THEREFORE, the Troy Historic District Commission approves the application, as 
supplemented, of the City of Troy to move the historic church and parsonage from their current 
locations at 90 and 110 E. Square Lake Road, Troy, MI to the Troy Museum and Historic Village, 
located at 60 W. Wattles Road, in the City of Troy; provided that the Square Lake property will be 
used as a park which will be developed consistent with historic nature to provide information and 
interpretation of the entire Troy Corners area.  

  
The Chair of the Historic District Commission is therefore authorized to sign a certificate of 
approval, which shall be attached to the application for a building permit and immediately 
transmitted to the City of Troy Director of Building and Zoning.  The Chair of the Historic District 
Commission is further authorized to stamp the application submitted to the Historic District 
Commission signifying the approval.   

 
Vote taken on the Proposed Resolution  
  
 Dorothy Scott  No 
 Jacque Nixon  Yes 
 Dean Blythe  Yes 
 Marjorie Biglin  Yes 
 Paul Lin  Abstain 
 Kevin Danielson Yes 
 

Motion and Resolution Passed  
 
The Historic District Commission meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m. 
 
 
Respectively Submitted 
 
Marjorie Biglin 
Secretary  
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The Chairman, Leonard Bertin, called the meeting to order at 7:03 pm Wednesday, 
September 4, 2002.  
 
Present:  L Bertin, member   K Gauri, member 
   C Buchanan, member  S Burt, alternate 
   A Done, member   P Manetta 
   T House, member   N Johnson, member 
   D Kuschinsky, member  D Pietron, member 
   J Rodgers, member   S Lu, student     
     
    
Also 
Present: M Grusnick, staff 
   M. McGinnis, staff 
 
Absent: J Shah, Alt     
          
    
ITEM B – APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF MEETING OF JUNE 5, 2002 
 
Rodgers moved to approve the Minutes of June 5, 2002. Supported by Kuschinsky.  All 
voted in favor. 
 
ITEM C – VISITORS, DELEGATIONS AND GENERAL PUBLIC 
 
ITEM D – NEW BUSINESS 
 
Bertin stated that Rich Baum, a builder that would like to specialize in building 
handicapped accessible homes in Troy, has contacted him.  Mr. Baum did not attend the 
meeting so no discussion took place. 
 
Paul Lin,  a Troy resident and Architect, also contacted Bertin regarding the accessibility of 
the church and parsonage that is to be moved to the museum site.   Bertin stated that he is 
afraid ramps would negate the historic credibility of these structures.  Johnson 
recommended that a portable or removal ramp be available.  Burt said she would research 
the feasibly of portable ramps.  It was suggested that members of the committee visit the 
site to gain their prospective.  It was requested that plans of the church and parsonage 
from the Planning Commission be made available at the next meeting.   
 
ITEM E – REGULAR BUSINESS 
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ITEM F – OLD BUSINESS 
 
Bertin stated that there will be a collection box for used cell phones at the City’s information 
booth at Troy Daze.  These phones will be collected and reprogrammed with the 911 
number and given to senior citizens and people with disabilities for emergency use only.  
All phones collected must be in working order and have a charger.  C. Stewart has put out 
a press release to notify the public of this collection.  D. House will attend the meeting for 
Senior Citizens on Thursday morning, September 5, 2002, to coordinate their efforts with 
this program. 
 
Bertin submitted a letter on increased accessibility in new housing to City Council.  The 
article was printed in the Troy Eccentric.  As a result, he was asked to write another article 
which he titled “Be a Hero to Yourself by Standing Up For What’s Right in Our Community”, 
also printed in the Observer & Eccentric August 1, 2002.   
 
 
Bertin presented his copy of the City Brochure for the Advisory Committee for Persons with 
Disabilities.  A few changes were suggested and a color was selected.  D Kuschinsky 
made a motion to accept the brochure with changes.  Rodgers seconded motion.  All voted 
in favor.  D. Kuschinsky made motion for color blue.  D. House seconded motion.  All voted 
in favor.  This brochure should be completed in time to be present at Troy Daze. 
 
 
ITEM G – INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 
Bertin attended the meeting of the Troy Daze Committee on Tuesday, September 3, 2002.  
He was asked if an audiotape of the City Council meetings could be made available for the 
visually impaired.  He talked to C Stewart and she will attempt to make the tape available 
at the library on a check out basis.  A. Done will follow up to make sure it is available. 
 
  
ITEM H - ADJOURN 
 
Bertin made a motion to adjourn the meeting at 8:05 pm.  House seconded the motion.  All 
voted in favor. 
 
                                                                                                                    MG:mm 
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The Chairman, Michael Hutson, called the meeting of the Board of Zoning Appeals to 
order at 7:30 P.M. on Tuesday, September 17, 2002. 
 
PRESENT: Kenneth Courtney  ALSO PRESENT: Mark Stimac 
  Christopher Fejes     Allan Motzny 

Marcia Gies      Pam Pasternak 
  Michael Hutson       
  Matthew Kovacs 
  Mark Maxwell 
  Cindy Pennington 
 
ITEM #1 – APPROVAL OF MINUTES – MEETING OF AUGUST 20, 2002 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Fejes 
 
MOVED, to approve the minutes of the meeting of August 20, 2002 as written. 
 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO APPROVE MINUTES CARRIED 
 
ITEM #2 – APPROVAL OF ITEMS #3 THROUGH #8 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to approve Items 3 and 5 and Items 6 and 8 in accordance with the suggested 
resolutions as presented by City Staff. 
 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
ITEM #3 - MOVED, to grant the request of Handleman Company, 500 Kirts, a three (3) 
year renewal of their variance for relief of the 6’ high masonry-screening wall required 
along the west 606 feet of their northern property line where it abuts residentially zoned 
land. 
 

• A berm with landscape is provided along the property line. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no objections or complaints on file. 
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ITEM #5 – MOVED, to grant the request of F & R Investments, 6050-6054 Livernois, a 
three (3) year renewal of relief of the 6’ high masonry-screen wall required along the 
north and east property lines where they abut residentially zoned land. 
 

• A six-foot fence exists along the north property line. 
• There is existing vegetation along the east property line. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no objections or complaints on file. 

 
ITEM #6 - MOVED, to grant Arnold Becker, 2480-2880 Rochester, a three (3) year 
renewal of the 6’ high masonry-screen wall required along the east property line where 
the site abuts residentially zoned land. 
 

• Adjacent property is shown on the Master Plan as non-residential use. 
• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no objections or complaints on file. 

 
ITEM #8 - MOVED, to grant St. Nicholas Greek Orthodox Church, 760 W. Wattles, a 
three (3) year renewal of relief to provide a 4’-6” high landscaped berm in lieu of the 4’-
6” high masonry-screen wall required along their parking areas which abut residential 
zoned property. 
 

• Conditions remain the same. 
• There are no objections or complaints on file. 

 
ITEM #7 – RENEWAL REQUESTED.  TROY CHURCH OF CHRIST, 800 TROMBLEY, 
for relief of the 4’-6” high masonry-screening wall required along the east, south and 
west sides of off-street parking. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting renewal of relief to provide 
landscape screening in lieu of the 4’6” high masonry screen wall required along the 
east, south and west area of the parking lots where they are adjacent to residential 
zoning.  This Board has granted this relief since 1989.  This item last appeared before 
this Board at the meeting of September 1999 and was granted a three (3) year renewal 
at that time. 
 
Mr. Karl Randall a member of the Troy Church of Christ was present and stated that he 
had nothing to add. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
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ITEM #7 – con’t. 
MOVED, to grant Troy Church of Christ, 800 Trombley, a permanent variance for relief 
of the 4’-6” high masonry-screening wall required along the east, south and west sides 
of off-street parking. 
 

• No objections or complaints on file. 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance will not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 
• Substantial landscaping exists along the property line. 
•  

Yeas:  All – 7  
 
MOTION TO GRANT A PERMANENT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM # 9 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  KENT MELLEBRAND, 1065 HARTLAND, for 
relief to construct a 576 square foot detached garage that would result in 896 square 
feet of accessory building where 600 square feet are permitted. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief to construct a 576 square 
foot detached garage that would result in 896 square feet of accessory building where 
600 square feet are permitted.  This item first appeared before this Board at the meeting 
of June 2002 and was postponed to allow the petitioner to explore the possibility of 
attaching this proposed garage to his home.  This item was then placed on the agenda 
for the meeting of July 16, 2002 and the Board took no final action.  This item has now 
been placed on this agenda to allow the petitioner the opportunity to be present, and to 
allow the Board to take final action on this request. 
 
Mr. Kent Mellebrand was present and stated that the other garage is unusable as a 
garage, but is used mainly for storage and a workshop.  Mr. Mellebrand also stated that 
he had looked into the possibility of attaching the garage to his home, but did not feel 
that was a workable solution.  Mr. Mellebrand said that he wished to stay with his 
original request. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to deny the request of Mr. Mellebrand, 1065 Hartland, for relief of the 
Ordinance to construct a 576 square foot detached garage that would result in 896 
square feet of accessory building where 600 square feet are permitted. 
 

• Petitioner did not demonstrate a hardship. 
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Mr. Fejes asked for a discussion on this matter before a vote was taken.  Mr. Fejes 
asked Mr. Mellebrand why he wanted this extra garage.  Mr. Mellebrand stated that the  
other building was more like a shed, than a garage.  Mr. Mellebrand also said that he 
has two cars, and would like to have the benefit of a full garage.  Mr. Mellebrand stated 
that he uses the original garage for storage and a workshop.  Mr. Fejes asked what he 
used the workshop for and Mr. Mellebrand stated that his home is approximately 800 
square feet and does not have a basement and therefore he uses this accessory 
building for storage, as well as a shop for wood working.   
 
Mrs. Pennington asked Mr. Mellebrand if he could add on to his existing garage.  Mr. 
Mellebrand stated that the area that appears to be a driveway has now been fenced off 
and he would not have any access to this area. 
 
Mr. Fejes asked how large this lot was and Mr. Stimac stated that based on the site plan 
submitted by the petitioner, the lot is 80’ x 110’. 
 
There are two (2) written approvals on file and there are two (2) written objections on 
file. 
 
Mr. Fejes then asked Mr. Mellebrand what he planned to put in this new structure.  Mr. 
Mellebrand stated that he planned on putting his cars in the garage.  Mr. Mellebrand 
went on to say that he has never used the original structure as a garage, because it is 
too difficult to park a car in there, due to the fact that the location of the door makes it 
very difficult to enter or exit a car.  Mr. Fejes asked Mr. Mellebrand to explain what he 
feels the hardship is, and Mr. Mellebrand stated that basically it is because he does not 
have anywhere to park his cars. 
 
Mr. Fejes stated that he felt this home was small due to the fact that it does not have a 
basement.  Mr. Courtney stated that he feels that an accessory building at 600 square 
feet would be sufficient, or if Mr. Mellebrand wished he could attach this building to his 
home and a variance would not be required.  Mr. Fejes also asked how large the 
original building is, and Mr. Courtney stated that he thought it was about 16’ wide X 18’ 
deep.  In his opinion it would be a large one-car garage. 
 
Mr. Kovacs asked Mr. Mellebrand why he was against attaching the garage to his 
home.  Mr. Mellebrand stated that the only way he could attach it was by putting it on 
the east side of the home, and he had just added new siding and windows, and the only 
way it would work was if he added a breezeway and he felt that this would be a 
breezeway with nowhere to go.  Mr. Mellebrand also stated that he could not put it at 
the front of the house, due to the fact that there was a large mature tree in that area.  
Mr. Kovacs asked if he would like the garage that far back, and Mr. Mellebrand stated 
that he would probably move the garage up. 
 
Mr. Hutson called for a vote on Mr. Courtney’s motion to deny this request. 
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Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to deny the request of Mr. Mellebrand, 1065 Hartland, for relief of the 
Ordinance to construct a 576 square foot detached garage that would result in 896 
square feet of accessory building where 600 square feet are permitted. 
 

• Petitioner did not demonstrate a hardship. 
• The petitioner could attach this garage to his home, and a variance would not be 

required. 
 
Yeas:  4 – Kovacs, Courtney, Gies, Hutson 
Nays:  3 - Maxwell, Pennington, Fejes 
 
MOTION TO DENY REQUEST CARRIED 
 
ITEM #10 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MURRAY SCOTT, 3831 KINGSPOINT, for 
relief to construct a 50’ high freestanding antenna structure. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief of the ordinance to construct 
a 50’ tall amateur radio antenna structure.  The site plan submitted indicates a proposed 
50’ high freestanding antenna structure.  Section 40.57.06 limits the height of this 
structure to 25’ in the R-1C Zoning District.  The Board should note the specific 
consideration requirements of Paragraph B, of Section 43.80.00 of the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
 
This item first appeared before this Board at the meeting of May 2002 and this request 
was denied.  In August 2002 the Board of Zoning Appeals voted to reconsider this 
request, based on evidence presented by Mr. Scott regarding effective communication. 
 
Mr. Scott was present and stated that he felt that the packet he provided to the Board 
members was sufficient to answer any questions.  Mr. Scott went on to say that he is an 
amateur radio operator and when he had moved into this area, he had seen two other 
antennas in this subdivision and did not think that putting up this antenna structure, 
which he has already purchased, would be a problem.  Mr. Scott said that he had done 
a great deal of research on this matter and the extra height would be necessary for 
clearer communication.  Mr. Scott also said that he would like to put an antenna up that 
would cover all of Troy.  Mr. Scott further stated that the ideal height of an antenna 
would be 70’ and he feels that he has compromised with the City in only asking for an 
antenna that would be 50’ in height.  Mr. Scott feels that it is up to the City to 
accommodate amateur radio operators, and would like effective height to be able to 
communicate.  Mr. Hutson asked if Mr. Scott presently had an antenna and Mr. Scott 
stated that he did not, however, he was going to put up some type of antenna, and felt 
that the Board should allow him to put up the antenna he is requesting. 
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Mr. Hutson asked Mr. Murray if he could communicate with other radio operators with a 
25’ antenna.  Mr. Murray stated that he could depending on what frequency they were 
on.  Mr. Murray also stated that he could like to be able to cover all of Troy, and it would  
depend on which band was being used by other operators.  Mr. Murray explained that 
there are bands throughout the whole frequency range.  Mr. Murray stated that he could 
explain everything but felt that people may be confused and that was the reason he had 
distributed the packets to Board members.  Mr. Hutson asked what the minimum tower 
height required is for effective communication with other amateurs. Mr. Scott stated that 
25’ would give him some use, but that it may not be 100% reliable and he is looking for 
100% reliability.  Mr. Hutson stated that he understood that the higher the tower, the 
more effective the communication.  Mr. Scott stated that he may be able to talk to 
people with a tower that is 25’ high, but he would be able to communicate with more 
people with a higher tower.  Mr. Scott also stated that there have been a number of 
Federal court cases and variances have been granted for towers that are 75’ high.  Mr. 
Hutson stated that he understood that, however, the Ordinance states that the height 
would “effectively preclude” communication, and that is why he was asking what the 
minimum height requirement would be.  Mr. Scott stated that 25’ would not allow him to 
communicate effectively for the distances he would like. 
 
Mr. Maxwell asked Mr. Scott what antenna height would be required to cover the City of 
Troy and Mr. Scott stated that he was not exactly sure, but would like to have his 
antenna the same height as the Police Department antennas.  Mr. Scott also said that 
he would like to be able to talk to Oakland County and felt that a 50’ tower may be 
sufficient.  Mr. Maxwell stated that he had done some research on this topic and found 
companies that would provide telescopic retractable antennas and asked if Mr. Scott 
had explored the possibility of a tower that would retract.  Mr. Scott stated that he did 
not feel that this type of tower would be as structurally sound as a permanent tower, and 
also felt that it would be left up more than it would be down.  Mr. Maxwell also stated 
that he had come across one that could be folded down, and Mr. Scott stated that he 
thought the reason most people had an antenna that could be folded down, was due to 
the fact that they were afraid to climb up the tower to work on it.   
 
Mr. Maxwell asked Mr. Scott approximately how high his home was, and Mr. Scott 
stated that he had never measured it, but thought it was probably around 15’.  Mr. 
Maxwell also stated that the yard narrows in the back, and asked where he was 
planning to place the antenna.  Mr. Scott stated he wished to place it in the middle of his 
yard.  Mr. Scott went on to say that under the present Ordinance, a homeowner with a 
two-story house, which would be approximately 25’ high could put up a 12’ antenna, 
which would bring the total height up to 37’.  Mr. Scott stated that he did not feel his 
request for 50’ was too excessive due to this fact.  Mr. Maxwell stated that there was not 
any screening in either the front or rear yard and felt that this antenna would be 35’ 
above the height of his home.  Mr. Maxwell also stated that PRB-1, which was a FCC 
release in 1985, talked about allowing the amateur operator to communicate effectively, 
however, also provided for screening issues, health issues and the size of the lot.  Mr. 
Maxwell also stated that according to this article, Mr. Scott would be limited to the height  
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of his antenna based on the placement of the structure in his side yard.  Mr. Maxwell 
further went on to say that he felt he would like to see some compromise made, but was  
concerned due to the narrowness of this lot and also the fact that there is no screening 
provided.   
 
Mr. Courtney also asked if Mr. Scott would be interested in a 50’ or 75’ retractable 
tower.  Mr. Scott stated that he did not feel it was structurally sound.  Mr. Courtney 
stated that he would prefer to see a retractable antenna, rather than one that is up all 
the time.  Mr. Maxwell stated that the antennas he looked into would retract to only 18’, 
which would be 3’ higher than the existing home, and Mr. Maxwell felt would be more 
wind resistant.  
 
At this time the Chairman opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Mike Blust, 3881 Nash was present and stated that his home backs up to Mr. 
Scott’s property.  Mr. Blust is concerned that whether the antenna is retractable or not, it 
will affect the property value of his home and is also concerned that by granting this 
variance it may encourage more towers in subdivisions in Troy.  Mr. Blust also does not 
feel that there is any advantage to having a retractable tower, due to the fact that it 
could be up most of the time.  Mr. Blust stated that he is adamantly opposed to the 
granting of this variance request. 
 
Mr. Ronald Kelemen, 3890 Nash was present and stated that his yard backs up to Mr. 
Scott’s yard.  Mr. Kelemen said that he is very opposed to this request.  Mr. Kelemen 
went on to say that the neighbors have not seen what type of antenna Mr. Scott wishes 
to put up.  Mr. Kelemen feels that a 50’ antenna would be a detractor from the 
appearance of the neighborhood and is also concerned about the interference with 
regard to cable and other services.   
 
Mr. Patrick Carr, 3945 Knox, was present and stated that he lives directly next door to 
Mr. Scott’s residence.  Mr. Carr stated that he has a number of safety concerns due to 
the fact that there are a number of toddlers living in the area, and is worried that they 
may try to climb this structure.  Mr. Carr also agreed with the other residents in that he 
feels a 50’ tower would detract from the subdivision.  Mr. Carr further stated that if this 
50’ tower were to fall it would land on his property, and this is of great concern to him.  
Mr. Carr said that he is against this request for a variance and felt that the City should 
look very carefully into the matter before granting permission for 50’ towers in densely 
populated areas. 
 
Mr. Philip Ode, 4508 Whisper Way, was present and stated that he is also an amateur 
radio operator.  Mr. Ode stated that studies have been done and that towers do not 
have an impact on resale value of homes in the area, and knows of one home in 
particular which sold at a premium price, even though it was located right next to a 
home which had a couple of antennas.  Mr. Ode went on to say that there are a lot of 
issues to look into regarding the height of antennas and effective communication.  Mr.  
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Ode said that communication is done through the use of “bands” and each “band” is the 
length of the radio wave.  Good antenna design requires that you be one-half 
wavelength off the ground, and so for a 40-meter band the antenna would be 
approximately 66’ – 70’ off the ground.  Mr. Ode also stated that there are more 
extensive bands also, but Mr. Scott is not interested in these other bands at this time.  
Mr. Ode further stated that with  UHF and VHF, the actual antenna itself is only a few 
feet long, it is in the two-meter band, but the height of the antenna above the ground 
determines the radiation distance.  Mr. Ode also said that if you look at the top of 
existing buildings, you will see a number of antennas sticking up from the tops of these 
buildings.   
 
Mr. Maxwell asked Mr. Ode if the fact that Mr. Scott’s home is approximately 900’ above 
sea level would have any effect on communication.  Mr. Ode stated that the higher you 
are the better off you are, for long-range communication.  Mr. Ode also said that the soil 
properties play into effective communication.  Mr. Ode went on to say that if you are 
less than 20 meters off the ground, the ground actually becomes one-half of your 
antenna and some compensation will have to be allowed for.  Mr. Ode also stated that 
when he wanted to have his teenage daughters get off the phone, he would turn up the 
wattage of his radio and they would hang up due to the interference.  Mr. Maxwell also 
asked if Mr. Scott communicates with Oakland County Emergency and Mr. Ode stated 
that he was trained by the Federal Government in order to communicate with the 
Oakland County Emergency Management Center.  Mr. Maxwell then asked what 
minimum height for an antenna would be required for effective communication.  Mr. Ode 
stated that the hobby is more expansive than to limit it to one item, although a 50’ 
antenna would allow him to communicate with Oakland County but not necessarily with 
Lansing.   
 
Mr. Courtney asked how far Mr. Ode lived from this property and Mr. Ode stated he was 
approximately 2 miles away.  Mr. Courtney then asked if had ever had complaints from 
his neighbors and he stated that he did not.   
 
No one else wished to be heard and the Public Hearing was closed. 
 
There are nine (9) written objections on file.  There is one (1) written approval on file. 
 
Ms. Pennington asked Mr. Scott if the antenna that he had purchased was similar to the 
other antennas in his subdivision.  Mr. Scott stated that his antenna would be similar to 
an antenna in his subdivision that has a TV antenna on the top of it.  Mr. Scott said it 
would be the same model, same manufacturer and same height.  Ms. Pennington asked 
if additional insurance would be required and Mr. Scott replied that he felt that his 
homeowner’s insurance would cover this.  Ms. Pennington also stated that she had 
spoken with other neighbors in this area regarding the existing antennas, and they have 
expressed concern about the safety of them.  Ms. Pennington further pointed out that 
one of the existing antennas is very rusty and looks very unsafe.   
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Mr. Courtney again asked Mr. Scott if a resolution was passed allowing for a retractable 
antenna, with stipulations regarding a time frame, if he would be interested in such a  
resolution.  Mr. Scott replied that he felt that there would be a problem with the Board 
attempting to regulate the times he can use the antenna and he would not prefer this 
type of resolution.  Mr. Scott also stated that sometimes things are done by remote 
control and he was thinking of adding a weather station that would run all the time.  Mr. 
Scott did not feel that a retractable antenna would be feasible. 
 
Mr. Maxwell again stated that he is very concerned about the narrowness of the 
property and would only be in favor of a retractable antenna operating at night.  Mr. 
Maxwell also stated that a 50’ antenna would be 35’ above the house and is very 
concerned due to the fact that there is no screening.   
 
Mr. Kovacs stated that he understands the neighbors concerns, however, Mr. Scott can 
put up an antenna that would be 25’ high without a variance.  Mr. Kovacs also stated 
that the higher tower would prevent less interference, but feels that the only viable 
solution would be a retractable antenna and does not think Mr. Scott would be 
interested in this solution. 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Pennington 
 
MOVED, to grant Mr. Murray Scott, 3831 Kingspoint relief of the Ordinance to construct 
a 40’ retractable antenna. 
 

• Antenna would not be any higher than 25’ during daylight hours. 
• Antenna would not be extended during daylight hours, unless there was an 

emergency. 
• Variance would be reviewed within one (1) year. 

 
Mr. Courtney asked Mr. Maxwell why he wanted a 40’ high antenna.  Mr. Maxwell then 
stated that he was concerned about the narrowness of the lot, and did not believe that 
this lot would support a 50’ antenna.   
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to amend the motion to make it a 50’ vs. 40’ antenna. 
 
Mr. Motzny wanted to note that there are not any cases in Michigan interpreting PRB-!, 
but other case laws in other jurisdictions indicated that regulating the times an amateur 
radio operator can operate is an unreasonable regulation.  Mr. Motzny also stated that 
PRB-1 was a compromise that the FCC came up with, and the Federal Government 
believes that amateur radio operators are an effective means of emergency 
communication.  Mr. Motzny also said that our Ordinance allows this Board to impose 
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conditions on variances that are granted, however, these conditions must be considered 
to be reasonable, and time regulations for amateur radio operators are considered an 
unreasonable regulation by some jurisdictions. 
 
The Chairman then called for a vote on Mr. Courtney’s request to amend Mr. Maxwell’s 
motion. 
 
ON THE MOTION TO AMEND THE MOTION TO MAKE IT A 50’ VS. 40’ ANTENNA. 
 
Yeas:  3 – Courtney, Gies, Kovacs 
Nays:  4 – Maxwell, Pennington, Fejes, Hutson 
 
MOTION TO AMEND REQUEST FAILS 
 
ON THE MAIN MOTION. 
 
Yeas:  3 – Pennington, Kovacs, Maxwell 
Nays:  4 – Courtney, Fejes, Hutson, Gies 
 
MOTION TO GRANT A 40’ RETRACTABLE ANTENNA FAILS 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to grant Mr. Murray Scott, 3831 Kingspoint, relief of the Ordinance to construct 
a 50’ retractable antenna. 
 

• Antenna would not up be unless in personal use. 
• Antenna would not be up when used by remote. 

 
Yeas:  3 – Courtney, Gies, Kovacs 
Nays:  4 – Fejes, Hutson, Maxwell, Pennington 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE FAILS 
 
Motion by Fejes 
Supported by Hutson 
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MOVED, to deny the request of Mr. Murray Scott, 3831 Kingspoint for relief to construct 
a 50’ high freestanding antenna structure. 
 

• Large number of neighbors object to this variance. 
• Board believes that 25’ high tower would be sufficient for Mr. Scott’s needs. 

 
Yeas:   3 – Fejes, Hutson, Pennington 
Nays:  4 – Courtney, Gies, Kovacs, Maxwell 
 
MOTION TO DENY REQUEST FAILS 
 
Motion by Courtney 
Supported by Gies 
 
MOVED, to grant Murray Scott, 3831 Kingspoint, a variance for relief to construct a 50’ 
high freestanding antenna structure. 
 
Yeas:  2 – Gies, Courtney 
Nays:  5 – Fejes, Hutson, Kovacs, Maxwell, Pennington 
 
MOTION TO GRANT REQUEST HAS BEEN DENIED 
 
ITEM #11 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  CHERYL WHITTON, ARCHITECTURAL 
CONSORTIUM, INC., ST. ANASTASIA CHURCH, 4571 JOHN R., for relief of the 
Ordinance to construct an addition to the existing Church, which does not include a 4’-6” 
high obscuring wall between the parking lot and adjacent residential property. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that petitioner is requesting relief of the screening requirements in 
relation to an addition to St. Anastasia Church.  Paragraph F of Section 10.30.04 of the 
Troy Zoning Ordinance requires a continuous 4’-6” high obscuring wall between the 
parking lot and adjacent residential property.  The site plan submitted does not include 
such a wall along the north property line where the parking lot is being expanded along 
the adjacent residential property. 
 
Ms. Cheryl Whitton was present and stated that she was representing St. Anastasia 
Church.  Ms. Whitton stated that the neighbors have indicated that they are not in favor 
of a 4’-6” high wall between the parking lot and their residential property and would 
prefer to have additional natural screening added. Ms. Whitton said that installation of 
the wall would compromise the existing vegetation on both the Church’s property, as 
well as the residential property.  Ms. Whitton indicated on a copy of the site plan, which 
she brought in that they plan to add 37 new site trees, 24 of them to be placed on the 
north property line and 38 additional trees within the parking area.   Ms. Whitton stated 
these plantings would consist of Colorado Spruce, Red Maple, Austrian Pine, Summit 
Ash and Spring Snow Crab trees.  Ms. Whitton said that they believe these additional 
trees along with the existing vegetation, will make a very dense screening.   
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Ms. Pennington asked if any existing trees were going to be removed.  Ms. Whitton said 
that one of the neighbors asked that a Cottonwood tree be removed, and they plan to 
do this for the neighbor. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.   
 
Ms. Roberta Primeau, 1802 Welling was present and stated that she had some 
questions regarding the additional screening.  Ms. Whitton pointed out which trees 
would be planted near Ms. Primeau’s property and Ms. Whitton stated that they would 
put in Colorado Spruce and a Red Maple.  Ms. Primeau expressed concern over who 
would be responsible for maintaining the property and Ms. Whitton stated that she felt 
that the Church was very conscientious in making sure that the landscaping was 
maintained.  Ms. Primeau also stated that there was a split rail fence at the back of the 
property, which was in a state of disrepair and Ms. Whitton stated that this fence did not 
belong to the Church.  Mr. Hutson asked if Ms. Primeau would prefer a wall, and Ms. 
Primeau asked whether this would be a solid hedge.  Ms. Whitton stated that they did 
not plan to put in a hedge, however, the Spruce trees would be between 5’ and 6’ in 
diameter, which would create quite a lot of screening. 
 
Mr. Kovacs asked if Ms. Primeau wanted the brick wall.  Ms. Primeau stated that she 
had seen children riding through her yard, and slam their bikes or scooters in the fence, 
and she is concerned about a lawsuit.  Mr. Kovacs asked if she would feel better if the 
Board added a time line regarding this variance.  Ms. Primeau stated that she would go 
along with the plantings, as long as the Church maintains the property. 
 
Mr. Robert Bushnell, 1770 Welling, was present and stated that he had attempted to 
reach all of the neighbors in this area to get their feeling on this variance request.  Mr. 
Bushnell stated that they are in favor of granting this variance, and would be against a 
screening wall. 
 
Mr. Andy Vanhoef, 1756 Welling, was present and stated that he is against a screening 
wall.  Mr. Vanhoef indicated that he supports this request for a variance. 
 
Mr. Dave Lakin, 4610 Luisa, was present and stated that he is against a screening wall 
and would like the Board to grant this variance.  Mr. Lakin also stated that they would 
like to see additional vegetation added to this area.   
 
No one else wished to be heard and the Public Hearing was closed. 
 
There are three (3) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections on file. 
 
Motion by Fejes 
Supported by Courtney 
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MOVED, to grant Cheryl Whitton, Architectural Consortium, Inc., representing St. 
Anastasia Church, 4571 John R., a three (3) year variance for relief of the Ordinance to 
construct an addition to the existing Church, which does not include a 4’-6” high 
obscuring wall between the parking lot and adjacent residential property. 
 

• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance will not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 
• Three-year time limit will allow new planting to grow in. 
• Neighbors in the immediate vicinity do not want an obscuring wall added. 

 
Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE FOR THREE (3) YEARS CARRIED 
 
ITEM #12 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  MANISH & SONAL MEHTA, 710 
SYLVANWOOD, for relief of the side yard setback to construct a second floor addition. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief of the side yard setback to 
construct a second floor addition.  Section 30.10.04 requires 10’ minimum side yard 
setback in R-1C Zoning Districts.  The plans submitted indicate the existing house has a 
6’-1” side yard setback to the west property line.  Therefore, the existing home is a legal 
non-conforming structure.  Plans submitted for the proposed second floor addition show 
continuing this 6’-1” side setback.  Section 40.50.04 prohibits expansions to legal non-
conforming structures in a way that increases its non-conformity. 
 
Mr. John Glister, of Fairway Construction was present and stated that this second floor 
addition would not encroach any further into the side yard setback.  Mr. Glister further 
stated that they plan to build up and not out.  Mr. Glister indicated that there are three 
bedrooms upstairs and basically all they want to do is enlarge this area. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing.  No one wished to be heard and the Public 
Hearing was closed. 
 
There are three (3) written approvals on file.  There are no written objections on file. 
 
Motion by Pennington 
Supported by Maxwell 
 
MOVED, to grant Manish & Sonal Mehta, 710 Sylvanwood, relief of the side yard 
setback to construct a second floor addition. 
 

• The variance only extends the existing wall of the home 
• Variance is not contrary to public interest. 
• Variance would not have an adverse effect on surrounding property. 
• Conformance to the Ordinance would be unnecessarily burdensome. 
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Yeas:  All – 7 
 
MOTION TO GRANT VARIANCE CARRIED 
 
ITEM #13 – VARIANCE REQUESTED.  HAROLD & BETTY MALAKINIAN, 2345 
FOREST TRAIL, for relief of the rear yard setback to construct a sunroom addition. 
 
Mr. Stimac explained that the petitioner is requesting relief of the rear yard setback to 
construct a sunroom addition.  In 1991, the Board of Zoning Appeals granted a variance 
for a bedroom addition on the other corner of the home with a 28’ rear yard setback.  
The application submitted now indicates a sunroom addition with a proposed 26.05’ rear 
yard setback.  The Zoning Ordinance requires a 40’ rear yard setback in a R-1C Zoning 
District. 
 
Mr. Rick Haddad, a representative of Mr. Enclosure was present and stated that Mrs. 
Malakinian suffers from a degenerative joint disease and her physician had stated that a 
hot tub would be beneficial for her condition.  Mr. Haddad also stated that the new 
addition would not encroach any closer to the rear lot line than the existing structure.  
Mr. Haddad said that the neighbor next door to this property had given a letter of 
approval, and also obtained two approvals from the neighbors across the street. 
 
Mr. Courtney stated that the person directly behind the home has objected to this 
request and Mr. Haddad said that he had spoken to them and discussed their concerns 
with them.   
 
Ms. Pennington asked what size the sunroom would be and Mr. Haddad said it was 11’ 
in order not to encroach any further into the rear yard setback. 
 
Mr. Malakinian stated that he wished the variance for a sun porch with a hot tub due to 
the fact that his wife’s physician recommended this as a form of treatment for his wife’s 
arthritis.  Mr. Malakinian further stated that it was difficult for his wife to go up and down 
stairs and this sunroom would be convenient for her.  Mr. Malakinian also said that he 
has a 6’ high fence around his property and therefore, this sunroom would not be visible 
to the neighbors.  Mr. Malakinian said that he and his wife had spoken to the neighbors 
behind them, and he thought that their main concern was if this variance request was 
granted, it would make it difficult for them to obtain a variance if they needed one.  Mr. 
Malakinian also said that he would like to make this hot tub as convenient as possible 
for his wife.  Mr. Hutson asked Mr. Malakinian about the variance that was requested in 
1991 and Mr. Malakinian replied that this room was added on as a bedroom for his 
sister who was ill, and eventually he and his wife will use this room as their bedroom. 
 
The Chairman opened the Public Hearing. 
 
Mr. Brian Mitchell, 2344 Hillcrescent was present and stated that his home directly 
backs up to this home.  Mr. Mitchell stated that he thinks that the more space between  
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homes, the better the appearance and supports the Zoning Ordinance.  Mr. Mitchell 
also stated that this home is one of the largest in the area and there are only two people 
living in it.  Mr. Mitchell pointed out that he and his family total five people and live in a 
home that is only 1800 square feet, while he believes that this home is approximately 
3,000 square feet.  Mr. Mitchell expressed concern that the approval of a second 
variance for this home, would make it more difficult for him to obtain a variance in the 
future if he so desired.  Mr. Mitchell also stated that they had approved of the request in 
1991 due to the fact that they thought it would be helpful for the Malakinians, however, 
they do feel that the request for a second variance is excessive.  Mr. Mitchell pointed 
out that this sunroom is a solution to the existing physical problem, but the variance will 
continue no matter who lives in the home.  Mr. Mitchell also said that although the fence 
is supposed to be 6’ high, due to the grade of the property, it drops lower than that in 
some sections. 
 
Mr. Courtney asked if Mr. Mitchell thought an encroachment of 1.95’ was excessive.  
Mr. Mitchell said he feels that Mr. Malakinian is actually asking for an encroachment of 
14’.  Mr. Mitchell again stated that he feels two variances on the same property are 
excessive.  Mr. Mitchell also asked if the hot tub couldn’t be built within the existing 
structure.   
 
Mr. Stimac stated that the variance granted in 1991 allowed the addition at the 
northwest corner of the house with a 28’ setback.  Mr. Stimac further stated that this 
Zoning District requires a 40’ rear yard setback. 
 
Mr. Kovacs asked Mr. Haddad what this structure would look like.  Mr. Haddad said it 
was a glass structure on all sides.  Mr. Kovacs then asked if Mr. Mitchell would prefer to 
have this hot tub built outside the home. 
 
Mrs. Mitchell, 2344 Hillcrescent was also present and stated that because their windows 
directly face the yard, their home completely faces the original addition as well as the 
proposed addition.  Mrs. Mitchell also said they would rather see this sunroom on the 
side of the home.  Mrs. Mitchell further stated that a hot tub which is constructed on a 
deck or outside of the home, can be removed, however, she did not feel that anyone 
would ever remove an addition.  Mrs. Mitchell also stated that her property is the one 
that is most directly affected by this request and was upset that a second variance was 
requested.  Mrs. Mitchell also stated that she feels that this addition would negatively 
affect their property due to the fact that this variance would be permanent.  Mrs. Mitchell 
said that she thinks that there are other alternatives available without a variance. 
 
No one else wished to be heard and the Public Hearing was closed. 
 
Mr. Kovacs commented on how large this home was and asked how many bedrooms it 
has.  Mr. Malakinian stated that there are four bedrooms upstairs, and one bedroom 
downstairs.  Mr. Kovacs asked if there were any rooms inside the home that could be 
used for the hot tub.  Mrs. Malakinian stated that it is very difficult for her to negotiate  
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the stairs, and she does not feel that any of the rooms on the first floor could be 
converted to accommodate this hot tub. 
 
Mr. Courtney suggested that perhaps a small elevator or stair lift could be installed for 
Mrs. Malakinian’s use, and the first floor bedroom could possibly be converted to 
contain the hot tub. 
 
Mr. Stimac said that the variance granted in 1991 indicated a 14’ room addition would 
result in a 28’ setback.  Mr. Stimac also said that this setback was determined by a 
survey, which was done in 1967; although when all the numbers are added up, he 
would guess that the setback is actually 25’.  Mr. Stimac also said that Building 
Department personnel had not gone out and field verified these measurements, but 
would suggest that if the Board were to grant this variance request, it would be with the 
stipulation that the new addition would not encroach any further than the existing 
addition.  Mr. Stimac also said that the Building Department would go out and verify the 
existing setbacks.  Mr. Stimac pointed out that this home is on a lot, which is considered 
a double front corner lot, and the existing house is 44’ from the front property line along 
Gatesford Circle and a 14’ addition could be added there without a variance. 
 
Mr. Kovacs asked the builder if it would be possible to put this addition in the side yard.  
Mr. Haddad stated that a door wall would have to be added, and he thought that the 
other neighbors would probably object to an addition in the side yard.  Mr. Haddad also 
said that they are not asking for any additional encroachment, and the sun room will not 
be any closer to the rear lot line than the existing addition.  Mr. Haddad further stated 
that he thought that the addition would be more aesthetically pleasing in this location, 
rather than at the side of the house. 
 
Mr. Courtney asked if a deck and hot tub could be added without a variance.  Mr. 
Stimac stated that an uncovered, unenclosed deck can project up to 15’ into the rear 
setback.  Mr. Courtney also asked if the neighbors would prefer to see an uncovered 
deck with a hot tub.  Mr. Mitchell stated that they would rather it were put in the side 
yard. 
 
Mrs. Gies asked if it would be possible to put the hot tub in the garage and move part of 
the garage over.  Mr. Stimac stated that he thought that the garage could be moved out 
about 12’-6”, based on the original survey. 
 
There are three (3) written approvals on file.  There is one (1) written objection on file. 
 
Motion by Maxwell 
Supported by Fejes 
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MOVED, to deny the request of Mr. and Mrs. Malakinian, 2345 Forest Trail, for relief of 
the rear yard setback to construct a sunroom addition. 
 

• Sunroom could be added in side yard without a variance. 
• Variance would cause the property to be over built. 
• Variance would have an adverse effect to surrounding property. 

 
Yeas:  4 – Kovacs, Maxwell, Pennington, Hutson 
Nays:  3 – Courtney, Fejes, Gies 
 
MOTION TO DENY REQUEST CARRIED 
 
The Board of Zoning Appeals meeting adjourned at 9:35 P.M. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
MS/pp 
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September 30, 2002 
 
 
TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
   
 
SUBJECT: ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC HEARING (October 21, 2002) - 

REZONING APPLICATION (Z-#681), Biltmore Rezoning, East side 
of Rochester Road, North of Lamb Road, Section 14  – R-1C to R-
1T and E-P. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The rezoning application complies with the Future Land Use Plan.  The portion 
of the property to remain R-1C will serve as a transition area between the 
proposed attached condominiums in the R-1T Zoning District and the adjacent 
R-1C property.  The portion of the property zoned E-P will buffer the 
development from the adjacent residential area.  The rezoning request is 
compatible with existing land uses and zoning districts. 
 
At previous public hearings for the initial R-1T rezoning application, the 
neighboring residents’ voiced concerns about rezoning the entire subject 
properties to R-1T.  The major concerns were: (1) A potential vehicular 
connection between Robertson Drive and Rochester Road, and (2) 
Incompatibility between potential attached condominiums on the subject 
properties and the existing single family detached housing to the east of the 
subject properties.  The applicant responded to resident concerns and submitted 
a revised rezoning application and schematic development. 
 
At a public hearing on September 10, 2002, the Planning Commission 
recommended approval of the rezoning request.  The petitioner revised the 
request slightly, to appropriately locate homes on the remaining R-1C land.  The 
R-1T request is reduced by 0.17 acres and the E-P request is increased by 0.20 
acres. Based upon these findings City Management recommends approval of 
the  revised rezoning rezoning.  
 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 
The applicant initially applied to rezone 18.10 (gross) acres to R-1T.  At the May 
14, 2002, Planning Commission Public Hearing, the Planning Commission 
recommended denial of the application.  The applicant revised their application 
to provide an E-P rezoning request to act as a land use buffer.  On July 22, 
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2002, City Council recommended the application be postponed for sixty (60) 
days and sent the application back to the Planning Commission for 
reconsideration.  The applicant has resubmitted the application, including an 
additional parcel, so the petitioner’s project properties are 16.71 (net) acres in 
size.  The petitioner is seeking to rezone 12.14 (net) acres to R-1T and 1.13 (net) 
acres to E-P.  Then 3.44 (net) acres will remain R-1C. 
 
GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Applicant: 
Biltmore Properties Corporation. 
 
Location of Subject Property: 
The parcel is located on the east side of Rochester Road, north of Lamb Road in 
section 14. 
 
Size of Subject Properties: 
The parcel is approximately 18.71 net acres in size, however, the R-1T request is 
12.14 acres and the E-P request is 1.13 acres in size.    
 
Current Use of Subject Property: 
Single-family residences. 
 
Current Zoning Classification: 
The property is currently zoned R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
Proposed Zoning of Subject Parcel: 
The applicant is proposing to rezone 1.13 acres to E-P Environmental Protection, 
12.14 (net) acres to R-1T One Family Attached and retain 3.44 (net) acres as R-
1C One Family Residential.  The applicant has provided legal descriptions of 
each proposed Zoning District.  
 
Proposed Uses and Buildings on Subject Parcel: 
The applicant has submitted a conceptual sketch of the proposed development.  
The sketch shows a development comprised of 82 one family attached dwellings 
on the R-1T-zoned property and 10 detached single-family homes on the 
property which is to remain R-1C.  A detention pond is proposed for the property 
proposed to be rezoned to E-P and used as a land use buffer, as permitted by 
the Zoning Ordinance.  A public street runs through the property, connecting 
Lamb Road to Rochester Road.  A number of private streets also connect to the 
public streets. Robertson Drive is not shown to extend through to Rochester 
Road. 
 
Note that this sketch is not binding in any way and does not constitute a site 
plan.  It is intended only to show what the applicant conceptually plans to do with 
the property once rezoned 
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Current Use of Adjacent Parcels: 
North: Single-family residences. 
 
South: Tom’s Landscape and single-family residences. 
 
East: Single-family residences. 
 
West: Single-family residences. 
 
Zoning Classification of Adjacent Parcels:  
North: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
South: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
East: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
West: R-1C One Family Residential. 
 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Range of Uses Permitted in Proposed Zoning Districts and Potential Build-out 
Scenario:  
All uses that are principal permitted uses in the R-1A through R-1E Zoning 
Districts are also principal permitted uses in the R-1T Zoning District.  Two family 
dwellings and one family attached dwellings are also principal permitted uses.  
The applicant could develop 82 attached units on the portion of the property 
zoned R-1T, based on Zoning Ordinance requirements.  This is the same 
number of lots shown on the sketch plan.   
 
The property rezoned to E-P Environmental Protection may be used as a land 
use buffer pursuant to Section 8.10.00 and 8.50.07.  A detention pond may be 
designed as part of the land use buffer, if approved by the Planning Commission. 
  
Vehicular and Non-motorized Access: 
There is potential vehicular access to the property from Rochester Road, Lamb 
Road and Robertson Drive.  The applicant submitted a sketch that shows 
vehicular access to Lamb Road and Rochester Road.  
 
Potential Stormwater and Utility Issues: 
It does not appear that there are any utility issues associated with the site.  The 
applicant will need to provide stormwater detention on the property. 
 
Natural Features and Floodplains: 



 4

The Natural Features Map indicates that there are no significant natural features 
located on the property. 
 
Compliance with Future Land Use Plan: 
The Future Land Use Plan designates this area as Medium Density Residential.  
The Plan correlates the Medium Density Residential classification with the R-1T 
One Family attached Zoning District.  The rezoning application complies with the 
Future Land Use Plan.   
 
 
 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/Z # 681. 
 Planners (4)  
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7. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED REZONING (Revised Request) (Z-681) – 
Proposed Rochester Road Condominium Development, East side of Rochester, 
North side of Lamb, Section 14 – R-1C to R-1T & E-P 

 
Mr. Savidant presented a summary of the Planning Department report for the 
proposed Rochester Road Condominium rezoning request. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked, the part that would be rezoned E-P and then used as a 

detention basin, is that a detention basin 6:1 or 4:1 slope? 
 
 Mr. Savidant replied, that is an issue that will be ironed out in the Site Plan stage. 
 
 Mr. Starr asked, do we have actual numbers of the distance of the R-1T to the 

east?  How deep is it from Rochester Road? 
 
 Mr. Savidant stated that his estimate is approximately 700 feet.  It is difficult to 

measure at this time because the line is not straight. 
 
 Kevin Kohls, 2025 West Long Lake, stated that he represented Biltmore  Properties 

Corporation.  There has been a lot of work that has gone into this rezoning request 
and since the earlier recommendation of denial by this Commission, Biltmore has  
worked closely with the neighbors and the Planning Department to make this work 
by looking at the adjacent property.  The zoning that we are presenting to you 
tonight solves a lot of difficulties, i.e., difficulties encountered by the neighbors, 
difficulties we’ve encountered in processing this, and difficulties by the City.  We 
bring to the table tonight a proposal that preserves the existing zoning along the 
easterly edge of this property and to the north which complies entirely with the 
Master Plan, will prevent Robertson from being extended to Rochester Road and 
will limit the curb cuts from this difficult assembly onto Rochester Road.  The legal 
description that you have been presented tonight is a slight modification to reduce 
the acres requested for rezoning.  The result is a plan that we expect will be very 
successful.  The home and condominium prices will be in the $250,000 range, 
certainly comparable to the surrounding homes.   

 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked, if the amount of property that is being proposed to be 

rezoned E-P, is that the size of a 6:1 or a 4:1 detention? 
 
 Mr. Kohls replied, it will be a 6:1 detention, very gentle slope, without fences. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated that the Commission was handed a letter tonight in which a 

request was made that it become part of the record by a Ron Angle, 4437 Harold 
Drive, Troy. 

 
 Public hearing opened. 
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 John Moran, 1110 Robertson, stated he did not know what 6:1 detention pond 
meant and asked what would the maximum drop be? 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated that the Commission is unable to answer that at this time. 

What we are trying to do is eliminate the chain link fences altogether.  We would 
like to see 6:1 so they are able to get in there with mowers; and with a 6:1 slope, if 
there’s water in it, people can get out of it.  That is where we are coming from. 

 
 Paul Stockyj, Attorney for owners of Parcel #1, stated that the Sevedra family have 

been residents of the City of Troy for quite some time.  Members of the family are 
present here tonight.  Mr. Sevedra senior accumulated this property lot by lot and it 
took him several decades to do that.  He had a dream to have this property 
developed someday.  Unfortunately, he is not going to be present to see that dream 
realized because he passed away in June of 2002.  Family members that are 
present here today would like to see this property be developed. 

 
 Ron Angle, 4437 Harold, stated that he has backed up to this property for 26 years.  

His concern is the opening of Robertson.  He does not want Robertson being 
opened.   However, looking at a development back there would be better than 
looking at what is presently back there.  He would like to look at something that is 
halfway decent back there. 

 
 Public hearing closed. 
 
 Mr. Littman commented on this E-P zoning guaranteeing it’s going to be a detention 

pond, and that by being turned over to the City, it will be protected from 
development.  With it being an E-P area, he doesn’t understand why it needs to be 
rezoned. 

 
 Mr. Savidant stated that E-P zoning was sought by the surrounding area residents.  

It would provide an open space area that would serve as a buffer and could never 
be developed. 

 
 Mr. Littman asked, is the detention pond considered natural open space? 
 
 Mr. Savidant stated that it could be.  The City does require that detention ponds 

typically be turned over to the City for maintenance. 
 
 Ms. Lancaster stated that if it’s turned over to the City, it is the City’s responsibility 

to maintain it. 
 
 Mr. Kramer stated that he does not remember any automatic designation that E-P 

zones are dedicated to the City. 
 
 Mr. Savidant stated it’s the detention pond area that is typically turned over to the 

City. 
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 Mr. Kramer stated that on the modification of the R-1T boundaries, assuming that 

we do some resolution here this evening, what document do we reference before 
us that delineates that modification? 

 
 Mr. Savidant replied, the legal description we received today, which is dated 

September 10, 2002. 
 
 Mr. Waller commented, as the gentlemen who lives on Robertson stated earlier, it 

would be nice if they did not have to look at the detention pond.  It’s not possible to 
see from what we have yet exactly where the eastern boundary of the detention 
pond would be in reference to the eastern property line.  Potentially, the private 
street that is unnamed, could be flattened out a little bit and maybe move the 
detention pond slightly to the west to allow enough room for landscaping, at a 
minimum, a small berm, not a large berm, along the eastern side of the detention 
pond.  He stated that this was his personal observation.  

 
Mr. Waller concluded, stating that he applauded and concurred with keeping 
Robertson as it is today and asked that all parties consider a walkway be put 
through from the southwest end corner of Robertson to the nearby public street 
(what is designated as lots 6 & 7).   If that was provided, it would be a much easier 
way for the children to get to the elementary school than going to the north up to 
Shallowdale or either south down to Lamb.  There are places around Troy where 
walkways have been created to connect subdivisions to nearby subdivisions or to 
connect new subdivisions to streets that aren’t going to be opened and hopes this 
will be considered.   

 
 Mr. Wright stated that he would like to compliment the Biltmore people. 
  

RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Wright     Seconded by Storrs 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City 
Council that the R-1C to R-1T, being 12.31 acres (net) in size and E-P, being 
0.93 acres in size, rezoning request, located on the east side of Rochester and on 
the north side of Lamb, Section 14, for the Proposed Rochester Road 
Condominium Development, be granted in accordance with the boundaries as 
presented on the legal description submitted and dated September 10, 2002. 
 
Mr. Storrs stated that the sketch for the detention area and what was submitted 
September 10, 2002, reads R-1T zoning and should read E-P zoning.  
 
Mr. Chamberlain clarified, to change the designator on the drawing to show E-P 
zoning rather than R-1T zoning.  
 



PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING – FINAL MINUTES September 10, 2002 

 PLANNING COMMISSION MTG – FINAL MINUTES September 10, 2002   

  Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   
  All present (7)      Vleck 
  Pennington (arrived @ 8:30 P.M.) 
 
 MOTION CARRIED 
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September 30, 2002 
 
 
To:  The Honorable Mayor and City Coucil 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Gary Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 

Mark F. Miller, Planning Director 
   
 
SUBJECT: ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC HEARING (OCTOBER 21, 2002) 

REZONING APPLICATION –  East side of Livernois Road, south of 
Maple Road, section 34 – B-3 to H-S 

 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
Section 23.40.00 of the Zoning Ordinance includes Location Standards for the H-
S Highway Service District.  The Location Standards indicate that the H-S District 
may be applied for areas indicated on the Future Land Use Plan as non-center 
commercial (which it is not) or, “areas within broader areas generally designated 
for Light Industrial use, where the City has established, through rezoning, areas 
to provide commercial and service uses for the surrounding Light Industrial 
area”.   
 
There have been seven (7) applications to rezone property in Section 34 from M-
1 to a commercial or service area.  Of these seven rezoning applications, one 
was withdrawn, four were denied and two were approved.  There were three (3) 
applications to rezone to H-S from B-1, B-2 or B-3.  One (1) of these applications 
was approved.   Outside of section 34, there have been two recent H-S 
rezonings on Maple Road, for the purpose of developing car washes.  This 
application is consistent with these two recent applications. 
 
The rezoning application appears to be consistent with the Location Standards of 
Section 23.40.00, in that commercial and service areas have been established 
through rezonings.  The rezoning request is compatible with adjacent existing 
land uses and zoning districts. 
 
The potential of the subject property is limited given its size (60-feet wide by 642 
feet deep).  This configuration seems to be consistent with an automobile-
oriented use such as some of the uses permitted within the H-S Zoning District, 
including auto washes. 
 
On September 10, 2002 the Planning Commission recommended approval of 
the rezoning request.  City Management concurs with the Planning Commission 
and recommends approval of the H-S Highway Service rezoning request. 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 
 
Name of Owner / Applicant: 
Rocko Juncaj. 
 
Location of Subject Property: 
The property is located on the east side of Livernois Road, south of Maple Road, 
section 34. 
 
Size of Subject Parcel: 
The parcel is 60 feet wide by 642 feet deep, or approximately 0.9 acres in area. 
 
Current Use of Subject Property: 
An auto repair building presently sits on the property.  The building appears to be 
vacant. 
 
Current Zoning Classification: 
B-3 General Business. 
 
Proposed Zoning of Subject Parcel: 
H-S Highway Service. 
 
Proposed Uses and Buildings on Subject Parcel: 
The applicant is proposing to construct a car wash on the parcel.  This is stated 
on the application and a site plan was also provided. 
  
Current Use of Adjacent Parcels: 
North: K-Mart shopping center. 
 
South: Vacant strip mall. 
 
East: American Freightways trucking and warehouse facility. 
 
West: Wendy’s Restaurant and other strip related commercial businesses in the 
City of Clawson. 
 
Zoning Classification of Adjacent Parcels:  
North: B-2 Community Business. 
 
South: B-2 Community Business. 
 
East: M-1 Light Industrial. 
 
West: B-3 General Business (City of Clawson) 
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Parcel History: 
The subject parcel was rezoned from B-2 Community Business to B-3 General 
Business on March 29, 1982, to allow the development of an auto repair 
establishment. 
 
ANALYSIS 
 
Range of Uses Permitted in Proposed Zoning District and Potential Build-out 
Scenario:  
Although the applicant indicates that he wishes to develop an auto wash, if 
rezoned the applicant will be permitted to develop any of the uses permitted 
within the H-S zoning district.  However, the relatively small size and narrow 
configuration of the parcel significantly reduces its build-out potential. 
 
Vehicular and Non-motorized Access: 
The parcel has 60 feet of frontage on Livernois Road. 
 
Potential Stormwater and Utility Issues: 
The applicant will be required to provide stormwater detention on the property. 
 
Natural Features and Floodplains: 
The Natural Features Map indicates there are no significant natural features 
located on the property. 
 
Compliance with Future Land Use Plan: 
The property is classified as Light Industrial in the Future Land Use Plan.  The 
Plan indicates that the Light Industrial designation has a primary correlation with 
the M-1 Zoning District.  The H-S Zoning District is correlated with areas 
designated in the Plan as Non-Center Commercial and Regional Center. 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Applicant 
 File/Z-400 
 Planners (4)  
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8. PUBLIC HEARING - PROPOSED REZONING (Z-400) – Sparkling Car Wash, 
East side of Livernois, South of Maple, Section 34 – B-3 to H-S 

 
Mr. Savidant presented a summary of the Planning Department report for the 
proposed Sparkling Car Wash rezoning request. 
 

 Mr. Waller asked if the car wash has to go in the H-S zoning district. 
 
 Mr. Savidant replied yes. 
 
 Mr. Wright stated that he realized this is not a Site Plan, but on the back of this Site 

Plan drawing, it is marked “future site of RV Park”.  Is that something that would 
require H-S zoning as well and could not be done in B-3?. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain stated, let Ms. Lancaster look that up. 
 
 Mr. Storrs stated that he thinks it is a good location for a car wash.  He asked if 

there was another way to do this. 
 
 Mr. Kramer commented that car washes are not the most compatible neighbors. 
 
 Ms. Pennington voiced her concern about the four (4) driveways located directly 

across the street and possible traffic issues. 
 

Rocko Juncaj, 11345 Engleman, Warren, MI, stated that he has been a licensed 
builder in Michigan for 23 years. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked if the petitioner was planning on selling gas. 
 
Mr. Juncaj replied no. 
 
Public hearing opened and closed. 
 
Mr. Littman asked about the drawing handed out tonight with the words “future 
site of RV Park” printed on the back. 
 
Petitioner replied that was just a future possibility and that he doesn’t see it 
happening.  It’s going to be an empty lot back there. 
 
Mr. Chamberlain asked Ms. Lancaster if she had an answer to what is allowed. 
 
Ms. Lancaster stated that a RV Park could not be done under H-S. 
 
Mr. Storrs asked, what happens to the rest of the property?  Should we really talk 
about rezoning it all H-S? 
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Petitioner stated it’s all grass behind the dumpster.  We are just going to leave 
that alone. 

 
 Mr. Chamberlain asked why wouldn’t we do a dual thing in here, rezone the front, 

whatever distances it is for the car wash, the second easterly portion of this B-2. 
 
 Mr. Chamberlain commented to Ms. Lancaster that he understands this request 

was advertised as B-3 to H-S in total.  However, could we send forward a 
recommendation to City Council to have X number of footage from Livernois 
east, H-S rezoning and then the remainder B-2 in tonight’s meeting? 

 
 Ms. Lancaster stated that she believes that another public hearing would need to 

take place if you act on only part of the rezoning request.  New notices would 
have to be sent out for the remaining portion to be rezoned in something other 
than H-S. 

 
 Mr. Kramer stated that he thinks it’s a little bit of paper shuffling if we need to 

rezone it in the future from H-S to B-2 or we would have to modify the request 
and come back again with a split request for H-S and B-2.  His proposal would be 
to proceed with the petitioner’s request for H-S and when we see another 
proposal before us and they’ve had time to think about it, decide where the 
boundary will be for the rear half of B-2. 

 
 Mr. Kramer stated, in order for the petitioner to understand, his motion is to  

recommend their request.  That does not prohibit you whatsoever for a future 
request to take part of your H-S and change it. 

 
 

RESOLUTION 
 
Moved by Kramer      Seconded by Wright 
 
RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends to the City 
Council that the B-3 to H-S, rezoning request, 0.9 acres in size, located on the east 
side of Livernois and south of Maple, Section 34, for the proposed Sparkling Car 
Wash, be granted. 
 
 

Yeas:        Nays:   Absent:   
  All present (8)      Vleck 
           
            

 MOTION CARRIED 
 





 
DATE:  October 1, 2002 

  
 

 
TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
    
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
   Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
   Mark Stimac, Director of Building and Zoning 
 
SUBJECT:  Announcement of Public Hearing 

Parking Variance Request  
   3670 John R, Boys and Girls Club of Troy  
 

 
 

 
We have received an application from Ehersman Associates, Architects for the Boys 
and Girls Club of Troy, for the construction of a new facility to be located at 3670 John 
R (proposed address).  Paragraph F of Section 10.30.07 of the Zoning Ordinance 
requires at least 150 parking spaces for a community recreation facility with 300 
member families.  That section further states that the Planning Commission may reduce 
that amount to 100 parking spaces when they determine that a substantial portion of 
the users will access the site by means other than by automobile.  Their plans, 
however, show that only 53 spaces will be provided as part of this facility.  Due to the 
insufficient on-site parking available the application has been denied.  In response to 
our denial, the applicant has filed an appeal for the deficiency of the up to 97 spaces.   
 
A Public Hearing has been scheduled for your meeting of October 21, 2002, in 
accordance with Section 44.01.00.   
 
We have enclosed copies of the petitioner’s application and supporting documentation 
as well as a copy of the site plan of the facility for your reference.  We will be happy to 
provide additional information regarding this request if you desire. 
 
Attachments: 
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Mary F Redden 

From: Gus Mattia [GMattia@Crestmark.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 05, 2002 4:09 PM

To: szerlagaj@ci.troy.mi.us; stimacms@ci.troy.mi.us

Subject: THANKS

Page 1 of 1THANKS

9/25/02

Mr. Szerlag and Mr. Stimac,  
My wife and I would like to thank both Mark Riley and Robert Winkelman for taking the time to visit our home to 
look at several problems we are having with our builder.  We were pleasantly surprised when we found out they 
wanted to see the problems and assist in any way they can.   

Regardless if whether or not the builder follows through to fix the problems, we really appreciated their concern.  
Keep up the good work.  
Thanks again.  

Gus & Paulette Mattia  

 
Gus Mattia  
Senior Vice President & Controller  
Crestmark Bank  
850 East Long Lake Road  
Troy, MI  48085  
Phone: (248) 740-0700 Ext.612  
Fax:     (248) 524-4885  
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TO:  The Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: John Szerlag, City Manager 
  Lori Grigg Bluhm, City Attorney 
  John M. Lamerato, Assistant City Manager-Finance and Administration 
 
RE:  Charter Revision Committee 
 
DATE:  September 26, 2002 
 
 
 
If it is City Council’s desire to have the Charter Revision Committee review possible 
amendments to the City Charter for placement on the April, 2003 ballot, now is the 
time to begin these discussions. 
 
In the past year the topics of City Council insurance benefits and City election dates 
have come up as potential items to be considered by the Charter Revision 
Committee. 
 
Please advise City Administration if you would like to have these items or any other 
topics discussed with the Charter Revision Committee, as staff lead time will be 
required to meet an April election schedule. 
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September 27, 2002 
 
To:  Honorable Mayor and City Council 
 
From:  John Szerlag, City Manager 

Gary A. Shripka, Assistant City Manager/Services 
Carol Anderson, Director of Parks and Recreation 

 
Subject: Senior Center Accreditation 
 
The Troy Community Center has been awarded full senior center accreditation by 
the National Council on Aging/National Institute of Senior Centers.   
 
Troy is now one of only 79 centers nationwide and one of five in Michigan to receive 
this distinction. The award recognizes that Troy has demonstrated outstanding 
leadership and commitment to quality programs and services.   
 
The process for accreditation began in January 2001.  It required that a self-
assessment committee made up of seniors and senior service providers be formed 
to assess every aspect of the program including purpose, administration, program 
planning, fiscal management and facilities.  A manual was then submitted to the 
NCOA for review, followed by an on-site visit by an NCOA reviewer to observe our 
program first hand.   
 
City staff were notified on September 6 2002 of the award and successful 
accreditation. 
 
 
Prepared by Carla Vaughan 
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   Memorandum 
 

To: Mayor and City Council 
From: John Szerlag, City Manager 

John M Lamerato, Assistant City Manager/Finance and Administration 
Tonni L. Bartholomew, City Clerk 

Date: October 2, 2002 
Subject: Appointments to Boards and Commissions Agenda Format 

 
 

The attached board and commission appointments agenda format is being 
submitted to City Council after a review with the Mayor and Clerk. The following 
is a brief outline of the changes to the agenda submittal: 
 

• The Agenda explanation booklet submittal will resemble the original F-1 
Agenda back-up material forms (see attached copies.)  

 
• The format contains: 

o The Board or Commission requiring appointment action 
o Indication of the type of action required – Mayoral or Council 

Appointment, number of members and term length 
o A red line indicating the number of vacancies including term 

expiration date and if it is a student appointment 
o Names will be inserted onto the red lines showing reappointments 

and confirmations.  
o Terms are highlighted to correspond to the vacant position requiring 

appointment listed below, under Current Members 
o Interested Applicants will be listed under Current Members when 

applicants are available. 
 

• Copies of the resumes for citizens seeking current appointment positions 
will be burnt onto each City Council Agenda packet non-public CD 
similarly to the FYI format. 

 
• A complete listing of the most current Boards and Commissions Directory 

will be burnt onto each City Council Agenda packet non-public CD. This 
listing will be updated for each agenda packet submittal. 
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BOARDS AND COMMITTEES VACANCIES 
 
 
The appointment of new members to all of the listed board and committee vacancies will require only 
one motion and vote by City Council.  Council members submit recommendations for appointment. 
When the number of submitted names exceed the number of positions to be filled, a separate motion 
and roll call vote will be required (current process of appointing).  Any board or commission with 
remaining vacancies will automatically be carried over to the next Regular City Council Meeting 
Agenda.  
 
The following boards and committees have expiring terms and/or vacancies. Bold red lines indicate 
the number of appointments required: 
 
 
 
 

 Advisory Committee for Persons w/Disabilities  
 Approved by Council  (9)- 3 years 
 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Susan Burt (Alternate) Nov. 1, 2003 
Angela Done Nov. 1, 2002 
Nancy Johnson Nov. 1, 2003 
Leonard Bertin Nov. 1, 2002 
Pauline Manetta(Alternate) Nov. 1, 2003 
Dick Kuschinsky Nov. 1, 2004 
Theodora House Nov. 1, 2003 
Sharon Lu (Student) July 1, 2002 
Dorothy Ann Pietron Nov. 1, 2004 
Nada Raheb (Student) July 1, 2003 
John J. Rodgers Nov. 1, 2003 
Cynthia Buchanan Nov. 1, 2004 
Kul B. Gauri Nov. 1, 2002 
Jayshree Shah (Alternate) Nov. 1, 2003 

INTERESTED APPLICANTS 
NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   
   



 

    

 Animal Control Appeal Board  
  Appointed by Council  (5)- 3 years 
 
Warren Packard (Resigned) Term expires 9-30-2003 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Harriet Barnard, Ch Sept. 30, 2005 
Leith Gallaher Sept. 30, 2003 
Kathleen Melchert Sept. 30, 2004 
Warren Packard (Resigned) Sept. 30, 2003 
Jayne Saeger Sept. 30, 2005 
 

INTERESTED APPLICANTS 
NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
Larue, Patricia M 8/12/02 

8/2004 
8/19/02 

Zhou, Hannah 8/19/02 9/23/02 
 
 
CATV Advisory Committee  
  Appointed by Council  (7)- 3 years 
 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Alex Bennett  Sept. 30, 2003 
Jerry L. Bixby Feb. 28, 2003 
Michael J Farrug Nov. 30, 2002 
Richard Hughes Feb. 28, 2003 
Lusi Fang (Student) July 01, 2002 
Penny Marinos Feb. 28, 2004 
W. Kent Voigt Feb. 28, 2004 
Bryan H. Wehrung Feb. 28, 2005 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

    

 

 Ethnic Community Issues Advisory Committee  
 Approved by Council  (9)- 3 years 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 
 Term expires 9-30-2005 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Anju C. Brodbine Sept. 30, 2005 
Tom Kaszubski Sept. 30, 2005 
Shiva Sastry Sept. 30, 2005 

 
INTERESTED APPLICANTS 

NAME DATE APPLIED DATE SENT TO COUNCIL 
Brodbine, Anju C. 8/13/02 9/09/02 
Griffen, Brian S 9/12/02 9/23/02 
Hashmi, Amin 8/22/02 9/09/02 
Kuppa, Padma 5/21/02 9/09/02 
Shah, Oniell 8/07/02 9/23/02 
Zhou, Hannah 8/19/02 9/09/02 
 
Historical Commission  
  Appointed by Council  (7)- 3 years 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Alex Bennett  Sept. 30, 2003 
Jerry L. Bixby Feb. 28, 2003 
Michael J Farrug Nov. 30, 2002 
Richard Hughes Feb. 28, 2003 
Lusi Fang (Student) July 01, 2002 
Penny Marinos Feb. 28, 2004 
W. Kent Voigt Feb. 28, 2004 
Bryan H. Wehrung Feb. 28, 2005 

 



 

    

Planning Commission 
 Appointed by Council  (9) – 3 years 
 
 Term expires 7-01-2003 (Student) 
 

CURRENT MEMBERS 
NAME TERM EXPIRES 
Gary G. Chamberlain Dec. 31, 2002 
Jordan C. Keoleian (Student) July 01, 2002 
Dennis A. Kramer Dec. 31, 2003 
Larry Littman Dec. 31, 2004 
Cynthia Pennington BZA Rep Dec. 31, 2002 
James H. Starr Dec. 31, 2002 
Walter A. Storrs, III Dec. 31, 2003 
Mark J Vleck Dec. 31, 2004 
David T. Waller BZA Alt Dec. 31, 2003 
Wayne C. Wright Dec. 31, 2004 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



City of Troy
G-12



October 1, 2002 
 
 
 

TO:   The Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Request for Direction on How to Proceed with 
   Economic Modeling for the Civic Center Site 
 
 
As you know, the Downtown Development Authority (DDA) sent a resolution 
indicating that an economically viable model exists for the development of the Civic 
Center site and requested approval by City Council to execute a request for 
proposal (RFP).  The DDA’s resolution also asked their subcommittee to perform 
additional research on the viability of outside public funding.  This is because a 
capital cost in the range of $40 - $50 million from the State of Michigan for 
construction of a conference center is necessary for a viable project.  The 
subcommittee’s charge was not to secure funding, but to find out from Senator 
Shirley Johnson, Representative John Pappageorge and County Executive Brooks 
Patterson if they would support the State of Michigan funding a conference center 
on the Civic Center site.  As such, DDA chair Al Kiriluk, Real Estate & Development 
Director Doug Smith, and myself personally met with all three dignitaries on 
separate occasions. 
 
DDA chair Al Kiriluk did an outstanding job in explaining the need for State of 
Michigan funding for a conference center in order to bring the Civic Center site plan 
development to fruition.  It was also indicated that we were looking for support and 
not a commitment because City Council first needs to decide whether to submit an 
RFP for site development.   
 
While support for this project was unanimous, it was not without contingencies.  
Both Senator Johnson and Representative Pappageorge made it clear that any 
request from the City had to be definitive in terms of site plan components, as well 
as capital and operating sources from the private and public sectors.  Mr. Patterson 
indicated he was willing to commit approximately $1 million of Oakland County 
funding to this project because of its positive impact for the 500 or so companies 
that make up Automation Alley.   
 
Senator Johnson advised us that she chairs the subcommittee on appropriation that 
oversees the Michigan Economic Development Corporation (MEDC) budget, and 
that perhaps a meeting with MEDC chair Doug Rothwell may be in order.   
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The Honorable Mayor and City Council Members 
October 1, 2002 
Page Two 
 
 
 
This essentially would be the first step in committing the State of Michigan to fund 
a conference center, and if we take it, Mayor Pryor should be at the table with us.   
 
I now believe the DDA subcommittee has met its charge by obtaining support for 
the State of Michigan funding a conference center from our State legislators and 
County executive.  And the next round of discussions will center on an actual 
funding commitment.  However, it’s logical to have these further kinds of 
discussions only after direction is received from Mayor and Council on whether to 
proceed with an RFP. 
 
Economics aside, this is an issue that defines a community value.  And you need to 
have a zone of comfort when making your decision.  As such, please let me know 
if I can be of any assistance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JS/mr\AGENDA ITEMS\2002\Request for Direction – Economic Model 
 
c: Al Kiriluk, DDA Chair 

Doug Smith, Real Estate & Development Director 
  
Attachment:  August 23, 2002 Memo to Council Regarding August 21, 2002 DDA  

Meeting and Consideration of the Economic Modeling for the Civic 
 Center Site 

 



















 September 26, 2002 
 
 
 
 

TO:   The Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
 
FROM:  John Szerlag, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Meeting with Planning Commission Chair Gary Chamberlain 
  
 
 
Mr. Chamberlain and I met today for reason of discussing some procedural issues 
we can put in place that will enhance the decision-making process.  Specifically, 
we spoke about residential street interconnection, and the preliminary plan approval 
process for residential developments. 
 
With reference to street interconnection, I explained the procedure we’d like to 
follow that was discussed at the September 16, 2002 Study Session with City 
Council.  Succinctly, while the City will continue with the basic philosophy that 
public streets should remain public for health/safety reasons, each individual plan 
will be examined to determine if there is a feasible option to street interconnection.  
From a procedural perspective, the following will occur: 
 
1) City Management will review the petitioner’s proposed plan and delineate 

other street layout options, which may or may not include interconnection.  
Again, Management’s primary concern will be response time and 
accessibility to home sites for health/safety reasons. 

 
2) The Planning Department will advise the petitioner to meet with adjacent 
 residents with the primary focus of discussion being street layout.   
 
3) The Planning Commission will hold a public meeting and make a 
 recommendation to City Council, which will include their preferred street 
 layout. 
 
4) City Council will ultimately decide on the street layout for the proposed 

residential development.  If the road configuration advanced by the 
petitioner, Planning Commission, or staff is not the same, then the 
authorizing resolutions will delineate alternatives.  Of course, comments from 
residents will be included as part of the agenda packet. 
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The Honorable Mayor and Council Members 
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Mr. Chamberlain and I also spoke of our relative roles in the subdivision plan review 
process.  As all of us know, a preliminary plan approval is essentially a two-
dimensional review relative to density, setbacks, locations of easements and 
infrastructure layout.  Environmental issues are also addressed. It’s within the 
Planning Commission’s purview of authority to make recommendations to Council 
on the above elements.   
 
The final plan approval is essentially a three-dimensional review, and delves into 
development standards, construction plans, certified surveys, and verification of 
storm water calculations and other infrastructure requirements.  This incorporates a 
multi-disciplined review of the plan at various professional levels of the organization 
and thus is a Management recommendation to City Council.  Basically, the 
preliminary plan indicates what can be built, and the final plan determines how it 
will be built. 
 
When a preliminary plan is advanced to City Council from the Planning Commission 
with contingencies contained in the final plan arena, City Management is compelled 
to make a recommendation that stays within the range of variables to be examined 
within the preliminary plan process only.  This is because final site plan elements 
have not been reviewed by City staff and we would not want to have our hands 
tied to one contingency if a better method is discovered during the final plan review 
process.   
 
Having said this, City Management would still like a record of concerns articulated 
by the Planning Commission that fall within the final plan approval stage.  And this 
matter can be resolved by the fashion in which resolutions are passed by the 
Planning Commission.  As such, the first portion of the Planning Commission’s 
resolution regarding preliminary plan approval will stay within the parameters of 
those components that make up preliminary plan approval.  If necessary, the 
second part of the resolution will address final plan components that will be 
examined at a later time by City Management.  Thus when final plan approval is 
presented to City Council by staff, each development-related component identified 
by the Planning Commission at their public hearing will be specifically addressed. 
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Proceeding in this manner will increase the odds of uniformity in the Planning 
Commission’s and Management’s recommendation for preliminary plan approval, 
and at the same time allow for City Council to be cognizant of concerns the 
Planning Commission has relative to final site plan elements. 
 
As always, please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
JS/mr\AGENDA ITEMS\Re Meeting with Chamberlain 

 
c: Gary Chamberlain, Planning Commission Chair 
 Planning Commission Members 
 Lori Bluhm 
 Susan Lancaster   

Mark Miller 
 Gary Shripka 



  October 3, 2002 
TO:  MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL 

FROM: LORI GRIGG BLUHM, CITY ATTORNEY 
  ROBERT F. DAVISSON, ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
  ALLAN T. MOTZNY, ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
  CAROLYN F. GLOSBY, ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
  SUSAN M. LANCASTER, ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY 
 
RE:  2002 THIRD QUARTER LITIGATION REPORT 

The following is the quarterly report of pending litigation and other matters of interest.  
The accomplishments during the third quarter of 2002 are in bold. 
 

A. ANATOMY OF THE CASE 
 

Once a lawsuit has been filed against the City or City employees, the City 
Attorney’s office prepares a memo regarding the allegations in the complaint.  At that 
time, our office requests authority from Council to represent the City and/or the 
employees.  Our office then engages in the discovery process, which generally lasts 
for several months, and involves interrogatories, requests for documents, and 
depositions.  After discovery, almost all cases are required to go through case 
evaluation (also called mediation).  In this process, three attorneys evaluate the 
potential damages, and render an award.  This award can be accepted by both 
parties, and will conclude the case.  However, if either party rejects a case evaluation 
award, there are potential sanctions if the trial result is not as favorable as the 
mediation award.  In many cases, a motion for summary disposition will be filed at 
the conclusion of discovery.  In all motions for summary disposition, the Plaintiff’s 
version of the facts are accepted as true, and if the Plaintiff still has failed to set forth 
a viable claim against the City, then dismissal will be granted.  It generally takes at 
least a year before a case will be presented to a jury.  It also takes approximately two 
years before a case will be finalized in the Michigan Court of Appeals and/or the 
Michigan Supreme Court.   

 
 

B. ZONING CASES 
 

These are cases where the property owner has sued for a use other than that for 
which the land is currently zoned and/or the City is suing a property owner to 
require compliance with the existing zoning provisions.  
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1. Rabbani v. Troy -  This is a case that challenges the current  residential 
zoning classification of Plaintiff’s property.  This involves the property 
between Hannah and DeEtta on Rochester Rd.  A bench trial was 
completed on May 10, 2002.  The legal briefs were submitted this 
summer.  Judge Gilbert is expected to issue a written opinion.    

 
2. Troy v. Papadelis-  This is a case filed by the City against Telly’s 

Nursery, seeking to enjoin the business from using the northern parcel 
for commercial purposes.  After a lengthy appellate history, an order 
has been entered in the Oakland County Circuit Court, requiring 
compliance on or before April 29, 2002.  The Papadelis family failed to 
comply with the Court’s order, and therefore a Contempt Motion was 
filed.  Oakland County Circuit Court Judge Colleen O’Brien 
determined that the defendants were in contempt of court, and 
required them to pay $1,000 to the City of Troy.  However, the 
Court also determined that the defendants were currently in 
compliance with the City of Troy zoning ordinances.  The Troy 
City Council authorized an appeal of this decision to the Michigan 
Court of Appeals.  It was filed on September 27, 2002.  

 
3. Pachana v. City of Troy and Troy Board of Zoning Appeals- This is a 

case that was filed by Adam Pachana, challenging a variance denial 
by the Troy Zoning Board of Appeals.  The first case was dismissed, 
since Plaintiff had procedurally erred in the complaint.  However, a 
second case was filed against the City.  A hearing on the appeal was 
held on March 20, 2002.  The Court decided to remand the case back 
to the BZA for further development and/or clarification of the public 
hearing record.  At the June 18, 2002 BZA Meeting, Mr. Pachana was 
granted his requested variance.  Some of the neighboring property 
owners threatened to commence a new lawsuit to challenge the BZA’s 
grant of the variance.   However, no action was timely filed, and 
therefore the case was dismissed.  

 
 

C.  EMINENT DOMAIN CASES 
 

These are cases in which the City wishes to acquire property for a public 
improvement and the property owner wishes to contest either the necessity or 
the compensation offered. In cases where only the compensation is challenged, 
the City obtains possession of the property almost immediately, which allows for 
major projects to be completed.    
 

1.  Big Beaver Road 
 

a. Troy v. Murphy et. al.-  Consent judgment entered.  
b. Troy v. Central Woodward Christian Church- Consent 

judgment entered.  
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2.  Livernois Project 
 

a. Troy v. Bonin- .  Consent judgment entered.  
b. Troy v. Hammond-  Consent judgment entered. 
c. Troy v. McCavana (Ball)- Consent judgment entered. 
d. Troy v. Howard-  Trial scheduled for November 2002. 
e. Troy v. K.A.E. Investment Co.-  Consent judgment entered.  

 
3.  Parkland Acquisition (Sections 22, 24, 36) 

 
a. Troy v. Matthews Farms L.L.C. et. al- Discovery  
b. Troy v. Livernois Road Partners, L.L.C. et. al.- Discovery 
c. Troy v. Ronald Theuer-Discovery 
d. Troy v. Blanton/ Smith- Discovery  

 
4. Maple Road Project 

 
a. Troy v. Maple Lane -  Maple Road Project-Discovery 
b. Troy v. 2100 E. Maple - Maple Road Project- Discovery 
c. Troy v 2100 E. Maple Road # 2- Discovery 

 
5. Long Lake Road 

 
a. Troy v. Marilyn Kay Miller Trust-  Discovery  
b. Troy v.Elias & Fahamie & Allen Metry-  City has 

possession.  
c. Troy v.Richard & Mary Rauhut-  City has possession.  
d. Troy v. Helen Nawrocki & Richard Rauhut- City has 

possession.  
e. Troy v. Joseph & Patricia Molenda- City has possession.  
f. Troy v. Jimmy & Bushra Isso- City has possession.  

 
6. John R. Road Sidewalk Project 

 
a. Troy v. James & Amy Lewis-  Discovery 
b. Troy v. Bernice Nieman Trust & John Nieman-  Defendants 

recently signed a purchase agreement.  
c. Troy v.  Ann Stromar, Mark Turpen, David Koether & Mary 

Ballard-  City has possession.  The descendants of Maude 
Eyster, title holder of record to the western 60 feet, have 
been determined.  Mrs. Stromar (the owner of the home on 
the property), and the heirs of Maude Eyster remain in the 
case until clear title can be obtained.                     

 
6. Miscellaneous 

 
g. Troy v. Seth Walker et. al-  Fire Station # 3- Case evaluation is 

set for 10/24/02.  
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h. Troy v. JMJ Land Investment Company- Dennis Powers Drain 
Project-  Discovery  

i. Troy v. Corazza- Dequindre project- Case evaluation is set for 
10/24/02.  Trial is set for 12/12/02, and in the interim, the 
Court has ordered facilitation.  

 
 

D.  TAX CASES 
 

These are cases in which the property owner has disagreed with the tax 
assessment made by the City.  In most cases, the Assessor represents the City 
at the Tax Tribunal.  The City Attorney’s Office handles cases if they are filed in 
the circuit court, Court of Appeals, Michigan Supreme Court, and also tax tribunal 
matters that involve questions of law.   

 
1. WPW v. Troy- This is the case that was filed by WPW Acquisitions, 

alleging that the City improperly exceeded Proposal A by adjusting 
for an increase in occupancy for a rental property.  This lawsuit also 
argues that the Michigan statute that allows for this adjustment is 
unconstitutional.  The City was unsuccessful at the circuit court 
level.  However, the City appealed the circuit court decision.  On 
November 14, 2000, the Michigan Court of Appeals reversed the 
circuit court, and held that the statute was constitutional, and 
therefore Troy’s adjustment was permitted.  The Michigan Chamber 
of Commerce, the National Association of Real Estate Investment 
Trusts, and the Michigan Insurance Federation filed Amicus Briefs 
in support of WPW.  The Michigan Municipal League filed an 
Amicus Brief in support of the City’s position.  The Michigan 
Supreme Court reversed the Court of Appeals, and ruled in favor of 
WPW.  Several communities are interested in challenging the 
definition of losses in the absence of legislation defining these 
terms consistent with past practices.  Municipal assessors are 
obligated to reduce assessments for low occupancy levels, 
but cannot increase above the Proposal A cap when full 
occupancy is achieved.   

 
2. WPW v. Troy et. al-  This is a second case filed by the WPW group, 

raising a separate issue under Proposal A.  The attorneys for WPW 
filed five separate, but identical, lawsuits against the City of Troy, 
Canton Township, the City of Southfield, the City of Oak Park, and 
the City of Taylor.  In a nutshell, these rental property owners argue 
that the Michigan Constitution mandates reductions of the taxable 
values of their property, since they equated taxable values with the 
pre-Proposal A term assessed values.  All five circuit court judges 
opined that with the passage of Proposal A, these two terms are 
necessarily distinguished.  The appeals of these cases have been 
consolidated.  Oral arguments occurred in February 2002, and the 
Michigan Court of Appeals affirmed the circuit court judges, 
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resulting in a success for the municipalities.  WPW recently filed an 
application for leave to appeal to the Michigan Supreme Court.  A 
decision on the application for leave to appeal is expected in the 
immediate future.  

 
3. EDS (Electronic Data Systems) v. City of Troy et. al-  This is a case 

at the Michigan Court of Appeals that has been consolidated with 
cases against Flint Township, the City of Buena Vista, the City of 
Southfield, the City of Auburn Hills, the City of Swartz Creek, and 
the Township of Grand Blanc.  The Tax Tribunal dismissed the 
EDS petitions challenging their personal property assessments for 
EDS (Electronic Data Systems) as untimely, since they had failed 
to comply with the Tribunal rules.  EDS is now seeking to overturn 
this decision, and allow the petitions to proceed on the merits.  Oral 
arguments were heard at the Court of Appeals on September 
17, 2002.  A decision is expected soon.   

 
E. CIVIL RIGHTS CASES 

 
 These are cases that are generally filed in the federal courts, under 42 U.S.C. 
Section 1983.   In these cases, the Plaintiffs argue that their civil rights were 
somehow violated by the City and/or the police officers of the City of Troy.   
 

1. Kostrzewa v. Troy- Plaintiff alleges that the Troy police officers used 
excessive force in handcuffing him during his arrest on a bench 
warrant.  He also raises a claim of malicious prosecution, since he was 
charged with obstructing a police officer.  Before conducting any 
discovery in this case, Troy filed a motion for dismissal, which was 
initially granted by the District Court.  Plaintiff appealed the dismissal to 
the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals.  The Sixth Circuit remanded the 
case back to the District Court.  The Court denied the City’s Motion 
for Dismissal.  The jury trial is scheduled for November 2002.     

 
2. Sauger v. Troy- This is a case where Plaintiffs argue that the Troy 

police department violated the Fourth Amendment rights of Jason 
Sauger and his parents when they entered into his home to effectuate 
an arrest.  They also raise a periphery of other claims in their 
complaint, including excessive force, invasion of privacy, and malicious 
prosecution.  Prior to the commencement of discovery, Troy filed a 
motion for dismissal, arguing that Plaintiffs had failed to set forth viable 
claims against Troy and its officers.  The Court granted the motion in 
part, and dismissed several claims.  However, the Court was unable to 
render a decision as to all claims without additional facts (beyond the 
facts set forth in the complaint).  The City Attorney’s Office will continue 
to represent the City and Chief Craft.  However, Michigan Municipal 
Risk Management Authority attorney Michael Rosati will represent the 
individual police offices.  This is because there may be a potential 
conflict of interest if the same attorney represents both the City and the 
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individual officers.  The City will file a motion for dismissal at the 
conclusion of discovery.   

 
3. Charles Steven Russ v. City of Troy and Lawrence Carey-  This is a 

case filed by current police officer Steve Russ against the City of Troy 
and former police chief Lawrence Carey.  The lawsuit alleges marital 
discrimination, and argues that Russ was not promoted to Police 
Sergeant, since he was single.  Oakland County Circuit Court Judge 
Gilbert initially granted summary disposition to the City and also Carey.  
The summary disposition was overturned by the Michigan Court of 
Appeals, and the case has been remanded to the Oakland County 
Circuit Court.  The trial date was adjourned from June 25, 2002 to 
sometime in January 2003.  The Court has also ordered facilitation 
in this case.    

 
 

F. PERSONAL INJURY AND DAMAGE CASES 
 

These are cases in which the Plaintiff claims that the City or City 
employees were negligent in some manner that caused injuries and/or property 
damage.  The City enjoys governmental immunity from ordinary negligence, 
unless the case falls within one of four exceptions to governmental immunity:  a)  
defective highway exception, which includes sidewalks and road way claims; b)  
public building exception, which imposes liability only when injuries are caused 
by a defect in a public building; c)  motor vehicle exception, which imposes 
liability when an employee is negligent when operating their vehicle; d) 
proprietary exception, where liability is imposed when an activity is conducted 
primarily to create a profit, and the activity somehow causes injury or damage to 
another; e)  trespass nuisance exception, which imposes liability for the flooding 
cases.     

 
1. Kerri Wolfe v. City of Troy and Road Commission for Oakland County- 

This was a case where Plaintiff argued that defective traffic signals at 
the Long Lake/ Livernois Road intersection caused her automobile 
accident.  The Circuit Court recently granted the summary disposition 
motions for Troy and the Road Commission.  Plaintiff has now filed an 
appeal with the Michigan Court of Appeals.  The City’s appellate brief 
has been filed, and the parties are waiting for an oral argument date.  

 
2. Marie Skirak v. City of Troy et. al.-   This is an automobile negligence 

case which names several defendants, including the City of Troy and 
one of our Police Service Aides, Steve Vaillancourt.  Just prior to the 
automobile collision involving Ms. Skirak, Vaillancourt had entered into 
the roadway to remove some large debris.  Although Vaillancourt was 
no longer in the road, the car driven by the son in law of Ms. Skirak 
rear ended another car, which led to a chain reaction.  The case 
recently mediated at $60,000 against PSA Vaillancourt, and $0 against 
the City.  The Court granted the City’s Motion for Summary 
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Disposition, concluding the case for the City and PSA 
Vaillancourt.  The remaining defendants are scheduled for trial 
next month.       

 
3. Pittman v. City of Troy et. al-  Plaintiff has brought this lawsuit against 

the City of Troy and Troy police officer Jim Hamzey for alleged libel 
and slander.  These charges stem from the officer’s verbal and written 
statements that he suspected that Plaintiff had some involvement in 
the theft of his vehicle, especially since there was no evidence of 
forced entry to the vehicle.  Troy filed a Motion for Summary 
Disposition, which was granted in part but denied as to the slander 
claim.    After a lengthy trial, the jury found in favor of Officer 
Hamzey, and entered a no cause.  The City is now seeking to 
recover attorney fees and costs incurred in defending this 
lawsuit.     

 
4. Bogush v. City of Troy-  Danny Bogush has filed this lawsuit against 

the City, seeking compensation for injuries sustained during a fall on a 
City sidewalk.  The case has just recently been filed, and our office is 
asking for permission to defend the City. Discovery has closed.  
Case evaluation is scheduled for October 16, 2002.  

 
5. Robert & Sandra Wehbe v. City of Troy et. al.-  This is a case filed 

by a minor who was injured when riding his skateboard into 
freshly poured concrete.  The complaint argues that the defective 
highway exception to governmental immunity applies, subjecting 
the City to liability.  The contractor of the project, who is also a 
named defendant in this lawsuit, has been requested to 
indemnify and/or defend the City of Troy, based on the insurance 
policy which names the City as an additional insured.  Our office 
will continue to participate in the defense of this case.       

 
G. MISCELLANEOUS CASES 

 

1. Scott & Straub v. Troy-  This is the case involving the proposed move 
of the historic church and parsonage, which is located at Square Lake 
Road, near Livernois Road.  These structures are designated as 
historic districts.  Scott has appealed the circuit court’s dismissal of this 
lawsuit.  The Michigan Court of Appeals remanded the case to the 
Oakland County Circuit Court.  In exchange for a dismissal of the 
lawsuit, the City agreed to file a second application to move the 
church, which was recently granted by the Troy Historic District 
Commission.    

 
2. The Bell Company v. the City of Troy-  This is currently before the 

American Arbitration Association.  In this case, Bell challenges that 
they are entitled to approximately $450,000 in damages that were 
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incurred by delays on the renovation of the 52-4 judicial district court.  
This case is currently in the discovery phase.  The City has requested 
indemnification and/or legal defense from the architect, Tom Strat and 
Associates.  The request for indemnification and assumption of the 
legal defense of the City was granted by Strat’s insurance company.  
Attorney Scott Sirich of Plunkett and Cooney has intervened in the 
case on behalf of Troy, and has completed the transition from 
previously retained attorney Steven Potter.  Our office will continue to 
participate in the defense of this case.  Discovery is on-going.   

3. Lawrence M. Clarke v. City of Troy- This case is currently pending in 
the American Arbitration Association.  Clarke alleges that he was not 
paid approximately $500,000.  Most of this sum is attributed to 
requested change orders, which were denied by the City, based on the 
fact that the work was included in the original contract.  The 
arbitration was postponed to December 5, 2002.  

4. M & B Concrete Construction v. Cleveland Construction Inc. and City 
of Troy-  This is a breach of contract action concerning Cambridge 
Crossings.  The City is a named defendant.  The City was dismissed 
from this action in August.   

5. Troy v. Lazar & Mariana Ostrovanu-  This is a case that was filed 
by the City on an emergency basis, and was fortunately 
dismissed almost immediately.  The defendants were residing in 
a house that was unsafe for occupancy, since it had no running 
water, no safe method of ingress and egress and several 
electrical code violations.  After negotiation, the defendants 
obtained alternate housing until the completion of their new 
home.      

H. CRIMINAL CASE APPEALS 

1. Troy Police Officer Dungjen v. Duncan-  This is an appeal of an 
adverse decision of the Driver License Appeal Division (DLAD) of the 
Michigan Secretary of State.  Officer Dungjen arrested Duncan for 
drunk driving, and Duncan refused to submit to a breathalyzer test.  
Although all suspected drunk drivers are required to submit to a test, 
as requested by the arresting officer, the DLAD officer refused to take 
any license sanctions against Duncan.  This matter is pending before 
Judge Deborah Tyner, of the Oakland County Circuit Court.  The 
City’s brief was filed on July 15, 2002. 

2. People of City of Troy v. David Martin Kalish-  This is an appeal of 
a sentencing received for a possession of marijuana conviction.  
The appeal was dismissed due to appellant’s failure to file his 
brief. 

If you have any questions concerning these cases, please let me know.   
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